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ABSTRACT 



Eight established methodologies were evaluated and - 
compared in- this preliminary study , which was conducted to resolve 
methodological questions and problems and develop an adequate 
approach for the collection of valid, generalizable data for an 
extensive study of family use of television. The study focused on 
four variables: which family members watch television, what else they 
do while watching, who talks to whom while watching, and the content 
of family verbal interactions while watching. Twelve families who 
volunteered to serve as subjects for a pilot study completed 
questionnaires and then participated in additional selected phases 
the study. These data were used to make final refinements in the 
procedures and instruments for the methodological study that was 
initiated in March 19$0. Of the 260 families contacted by letter 
and/or telephone call, 53 completed questionnaires; 9 participated 
telephone interviews; 8 completed diaries; 20 were interviewed in 
person; 4 were videotaped; 5 were audiotaped; 4 were observed By 
experimenters; and 4 were observed by family members. Comparisons 
the data provided by and family reacTions to the various approaches 
led to the tentative conclusion that the telephone interview combined 
with a questionnaire is the best methodological approach to 
developing a descriptive database on families' use of 
questionnaire, interview form, observation form, telephone 



of 



in 



of 



television. The 
interview 



protocol, and extensive statistical results are appended. (LMM) 
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INTRODUCTION 

over the past 15 years, over 3,000 research articles have been published 
on the effects of television and how people use television. Virtually all" of 
this television research was conducted 1n apparent ignorance of how families ac- 
tually use home television. In the ailmost total absence of any descriptiva data, 
a multitude of presumptions were made, including the idea that people when 
watching television exclude most if, not all other activities, that television 
viewing behavior is similar across most families, and that television by the. 
fact of Its extensive pervasiveness in people's lives has a direct impact upon 

attitudes and behavior. 

Only three limited studies of television viewing behavior have been report- 
ed (Bechtel, Achephol, and Akera, 1971; Frazer and Reid; Lull, 1980). Two maj- 
or contributions were made by these ; three studies, first, that the major pre- 
sumptions behind most television research regarding how people view television 
may be very erroneous,. and second, that there appear to be serious limitations 
and weaknesses 1n all of the contemporary approaches to studying families' use 

of home television. " 

The Southwest Educational Development Laboratory with the support of the 
National Institute of Education saw a need for a study to develop a descriptive 
data base regarding how families use home television. However, as plans for 
the. study were being developed, 1t became apparent that there was no reasonably 
sound methodology available. All 6f the methodologies were plagued by serious 
questions and doubts, and had frequently generated contradictory data. 

It was therefore decided that a study evaluating the major possible meth- 
odological approaches to studying families' use of home television needed to be 
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conducted. Eight major methodologies were selected: .(1) questionnaire, 
(2) interview, (3) diary, (4) staff observer, (5) family observer, C6) audio 
tape observation, (7) videotape observation, and (8) telephone observation. 
Each of the Methodologies had been used in previously reported television re- 
search or related research. Where appropriate the same questions and opera- 
tional definitions were used. 

The results were surprising and potentially significant, not only for the 

field of television research but also other fields of social and behavioral 

i . 
research. , 
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Literature Review 

* Children watch a lot of television and learn many things from tele- 
vision. While the- available evidence is contradictory regarding the impact * 
of television upon children's academic development, nonetheless, there are t 
overwhelming data which indicate that. children not only learn from tele- 
vision programming, but' also learn a diverse array of things. Postman (1979) 
argues forceably that TV is a curriculum, is children's first curriculum, 
and in many ways may be children's most effective curriculum.- 

Many studies have found that television programming is very effective 
in a number of specific areas. Regarding children's knowledge of the work- 
ing world and occupations and children's occupational aspirations, tele- 
vision has proven to be a very effective teacher. DeFleur and DeFleur (1967) 
reported that "a^onsiderable amount of information about occupational roles 
is gained from the medium'' (p. 785) and that "the influence of television 
'as a learning source was substantial concerning the social rankings of occu- 
pations" (p. 787). DeFleur and DeFleur concluded that "television 1s a more 
potent source of occupational status knowledge than either personal- contact 
or the general community culture." (1967, p. 787). These fadings have 
been replicated and expanded. Jeffries'-Fox and S1gnor1ell1 (1978) found chll- 
' dren's conceptions of occupations to be consistent with televised portrayals. 
In experimental studies of traditional and non-trad1t1onal televised portray- 
als of occupations, television was found to be an effective teacher (Miller 
and Reeves, 1975; O'Bryant and Corder-Bol'z, 1978a, 1978b). In a large, quasi- 
experimental study Involving two cities 1n which currently syndicated dally 
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TV series had not been available in the other city during the last five years, 
Abel, Fontes, Greenberg and Atkln (1980) found that "being exposed to the 
programs substantially alters selected perceptions of occupational roles and... 
exposure definitely affects the child's aspirations for the occupations and 
their evaluation of the role." (Greenberg, 1980, p. 20). Similarly, Nunnellee 
and Corder-Bolz (1980) reported that the portrayal of occupations in commer- 
cials could directly affect children's knowledge of occupations and their 
aspirations for the occupations. 

In the area of children's attitudes toward the elderly ,. Gerbner and 
S1gnor1ell1 (1979) found that younger viewers and people who watch television 
more frequently are more likely to believe the conmon television portrayal 
of older people as being not alert and not capable. Korzenny and Nevendorf 
(1979) found analogous results with adults, Including the elderly. 

Similar results have been found In the area of children's attitudes re- 
garding sex roles. Beuf (1974), McGhee (1974) and Corder-Bolz (1980a) have 
found that television's modeling of sex-related roles can be a very effective 
curriculum with children. Similarly again, the developing evidence suggests 
that television programing effectively teaches to children beliefs and values 
regarding family structure and family roles. Hines, Greenberg, and Buerkel 
(1977) found that television portrayal of families may teach viewing children 
how family members should communicate with each other. Walters (1978) sug- 
gests that television portrayals may be altering children's beliefs about 
how parents and children should behave. Preliminary findings from a project^ 
by Buerkel -Rothfuss, Greenberg, and Nevendorf (reported In Greenberg, 1980) 
provide further evidence that television portrayals of families has a direct 
impact on children's perceived real. ties of family behaviors and family roles. 

0 



While the above appears to be a lengthy list of areas in which tele- 
vision provides an effective curriculum, 1n actuality the list 1s much 
longer. There 1s at least limited evidence that children learn about social 
Issues, political Issues, about other cultures and other historic and fu- 
ture times, and about geography and animals from television. Indeed, as 
Corder-Bolz (1980a) asserts, "it 1s Important to realize that there are many . 
Issues presented on television ... (in many) cases television may be the sole 
source of information." (p. 116). 

Mis-learning from Television 

A disturbing aspect of children's learning via television 1s that often 
children do not understand nor- realistically Interpret what they see and hear 
on television. In a study using an episode from ALL IN THE FAMILY, Meyer 
(1976) found that children as old as 12 years failed to understand the major 
points of the plot. When asked what they saw 1n a television program, chil- 
dren will report the visually portrayed acts and events rather than the plot- 
or story. While large portions of the story line 1n television programs are 
presented by the verbal Interactions among characters and events and conse- 
quences are Implied as the program goes from one scene to the next, children 
appear to be unaware of the developing story and Instead perceive most tele- 
vision programming as a series of discrete, Independent "picture" actions. 

t 

Further, young children do not understand the motives and consequences 
of acts portrayed In television programs, (Collins, 1973). Additionally, 
, Collins found that young children will often evaluate television characters 
in" terms of the consequences of their acts, e.g., aggressors were bad because 
they were sent to Jail. Collins and Westby (1975) found that young children 
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would come to "different Interpretations of Inter-scene relationships than 
adults would have made themselves or would expect of children." (p. 6). For 
example 1n a study w&ng an' episode from ADAM- 12 1n wh1ch*grade school stu- 
dents playing hookey from school were taken tp the police station to wait for 
their parents, four- and five-year-old children viewing the episode learned 
about playing hookey from school but failed to learn that 1t 1s wrong. Simi- 
larly, young children fall to understand television commercials (e.g., Wartella 
and Ettema, 1977; Ward, 1972; Wartella, 1980). Even adolescents fall to ma- 
turely Interpret television portrayals. In a study of 13- to_18-y<|ar-old 
girls, Corder-Bolz and Cox' 0980.) found that 33% Of the girls tho/ght of 
adult heterosexual relationships portrayed In television prograrpl as being sim- 
ilar to real life relationships. Even more disturbing, 1n a comparable sample 
of pregnant adolescent tunmarrled) girls, 70% regarded the television portray- 
als as being realistic. Although there are Uttle available data, many par- 
ents and educators believe that adolescents" may similarly misinterpret tele- 
vision portrayals of drug use, the use of physical force to resolve conflict, 

and other social behaviors. 

Children and youth learn many things from television. As Corder-Bolz 
0980b) suggests, for a large proportion of American children, television- 
9 has become the number one teacher and the number one parent. Television has 
become our most Influential educator. It presents a very wide range of In- 
formation. Because of its visual format, Its use 1s less restricted by a 
child's ability to read or to understand a particular language. Children 
clearly find television more accessible than books, newspapers or magazines. 
However, an Important problem with television as teacher 1s that many of the 
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students fall to understand or matu^ly Interpret the curriculum content. 
Thus two basic questions need to be answered: 

1. how,,can home television be used as an educational 
resource, and 

2. how can families be encouraged to use television 
• for educational objectives? 

4 

f 

Educational Uses of Television 

There 1s Uttle literature on current or potential educational uses of 
television. The few articles afnd books written 1n the area contain even less 
scientific data. In the absence of previous work to build upon, 1t may be 
reasonable to propose four categories of educational uses of television. 

Viewing education programs. The PBS stations , as well as many commercial 
stations broadcast educational programs as regular series and as special pro- 
grams. SESAME STREET, ELECTRIC COMPANY, THE BODY HUMAN, the CBS ,Read1ngj|> ro- 
gram, and the NBC Special Treats are well known examples. Some families pur- 
posefully watch such programs because of the educational value for their chil- 
dren . * 

Viewing informative programs . *Many commercial television programs such 

as documentaries, news programs and docu-dramas are perceived by parents as 
being educational. ROOTS and ELEANOR are the probably best known examples. 
These programs often present carefully researched Information. 

Evaluating all TV programming . All television viewers, especially young 
viewers, can learn more from a television program by evaluating the program 
content. Television: A Family Focus , published by SEDL under a contract with 
USOE, 1s an example of encouraging children and their parents to learn more 



from television by asking questions about the programs during and after view- 
ing. Children can learn about life situations by asking questions sjjch as, 
"Are the characters realistic?", "Is the situation realistic?", "What would 
I do?" Ch1ldren\can learn about different people and historic time periods 
by analyzing- programs such as LITTLE HOUSE ON THE PRAIRIE. Children can learn 
about emotions, motives, and values by thinking and talking about almost any 
dramatic television program. 

Special educational uses of TV . As Potter (1976), DeFranco (1980), and 
others have suggested, there are a multitude of ways 1n which television can 
be used to tfeadi specific skll^ The various patterns and visuals can be 
used to teach shapes and colors. The number of commercials, the number of 
characters, the number of objects, etc., can be used to teach counting skills. 
Creative and critical thinking can be taught by turning off the sound and ask- 
ing the students what 1s being said. Similarly, the* video can be turned off 
and children can be asked to Imagine what 1s happening.. Students can practice 
their grammar lessons by looking for grammatical mistakes 1n television com- 
mercials. As Rosemary Potter says, the potential 1s limitless. 

« 

Families' Educational Use of Television 

There 1s little literature on the Issue of families' educational use of 
television, and even less data. The limited data, however, do permit some In- 
sight. For example, apparently families make Tittle use of educational tele- 
• vision programs. The 1977 Nlelson data Indicate that approximately 11 million 
2- to 11-year-old children watched prime time television. The average 2- to, 
5-year-old watched 29 hours per week of television programming,* with 24% of 
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the viewing occurring during prime time, 28* during the afternoon and early 
evening, and 29* during the day. The average 6- to iP-year-old watched almost 
27 hours of television programme, with 35? occurring during the afternoon 
and early evening, and 29* difrlng prime time. The MUPPETS was the highest 
ranked program among 2- to VNyear/old children with a 19.8* share of that 
audience. THE BRADY BUNdffo) lowed with a 18.6* share, WONDERAMA with a 15.5* 
share, DAKTARI with a 14.5* share, GILLIGAN'S ISLAND with a 13.1* share, MY 
THREE SONS with a 12.51 share, and BEWITCHED and MIGHTY MOUSE with a 12.0* 

share v . • 

In a study by LeRoy (1978) 1n six cities, 1t was found,that of the day- 
, time viewing households' with children, approximately 23* viewed only children's 
programs, approximately 21* viewed- only non-children's programs and 16* viewed 
. both kinds of programs. Approximately 411 of "the 2- to 6-year-old children 
and approximately 11* of the 7-.to 12-year-old children viewed SESAME STREET 
at least once during the week of the study. Approximately 22* of the 2- to 
6-year-old children and 7* of She 7- to 12-year-old viewed ELECTRIC COMPANY 
at least once. For MR. ROGERS, 21* of the 2- to 6-year-old children and 6* 
• of the 7- to 12-year-old children viewed at least once. For ZOOMl approxi- 
mately 12* of the 2- to 6-year-old children and 7* of the 7- to 12-year-old 
children viewed at least once during the week. ; 

Even more discouraging. In * study of vlewershlp of ESAA television series 
by Applied Management Sciences (1978), 1t was found that 3* of 1st graders, 
2* of 2nd graders, and 0* of, 7th and )0th graders watched CARRASCOLENDAS at 
y least once during the week prior to the study. Similarly. 1* of the 1st 
graders and 10th graders, and 3* of the 4th and 7th graders watched INFINITY 
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--TACTORY at least once. Five percent of the 1st graders, 3% of the 4th and 
and" 7th graders, and.1% of the ^fth graders watched RE BOP at least once. 
Three percent of the 1st graders and 2% of the 4th graders watched VEGETABLE 
SOUP at least once. In terms of students-who "ever" watched any particular 
series, the vlewershlp percentages generally Increased to 15% to 20% points. 

r 

Parental Involvement ^ 

The limited available data also suggest that parental Involvement 1n chil- 
dren's television viewing 1s very limited. Greenberg, Erlcsoo and Vlahos 
(1972) stated that television 1s generally not accompanied by any significant 
family Interaction toward the television or program content. Bower 0 973) 
fdund that from 25% to 46% of. parents attempted to "control" their children's 
television* viewing, depending upon the education level of the parents. Bower's 
data further suggests that parental control 1s not related to the age of the 
child or children but likely a function of the family's culture as represented 
by parents' education level. Ward, Wackman and Wartella (1977) found a very 
low Incidence of parent-child discussions about television commercials. 
Robertson/Rosslter and Gleason 0980) found "moderate" parent-child Inter- 
actions regarding certain categories of commercials. Mohr (1976) in a larger 
survey, study reported, "The- vast' majority of the students reported no parental 
guidance on the viewing of each evening television program listed 1n the ques- 
tionnaire." .(p. 124). £1ghty-e1ght percent of the students reported receiving 
ffo parental guidance on 74 V the 86 programs included 1n the study. The In- 
teresting question raised ty the Mohr study 1s that having observed the rela- 
tively low Inddenpe of parental guidance, what kinds of program are the ob- 
ject of parental guidance? Students reported receiving positive parental 



guidance for programs such as. local news, 60 MINUTES, WILD KINGDOM, CAPTAIN 
& TENNILLE, HAPPY DAYS, LITTLE HOUSE ON THE PRAIRIE", MONDAY NITE FOOTBALL and 
STARSKY AND HUTCH. Students also reported receiving negative parental guid- 
ance fdr such programs^ SYBIL, RICH MAN,' POOR MAN |I , EXECUTIVE SUITE, FAMILY, 
MAUDE and SON,NY AND CHER. However, there was a positive correspondence between 
the nature of the parental guidance reported by the students and their pref- ' 

erence for programs. - 

In a study by Corder-Bolz and Marshall (1980) involving 3, 32 1/f ami lies,-, 
52% of the parents reported that they "always" orjoften" try.to limit the 
amount of their children's viewing. Seventy-nine percent" reported that they 
were able to control- television's influence on . their children. However, only 
54% of the parents reported talking to their children about specific programs. 
- Even th<?se data can be expected to be inflated by the social desirability of 
the/responses being solicited.. Interestingly, more Anglos (37%) felt that y 
television influenced their children's values than did blacks (21%) or Mexican- 
Americans (28%). An unexpected finding is that apparently the parents .were 
much more lfliej* to talk about programs whjUh-reflected their own" views, rather 
thantoxdiscuss a TV program to overcome negative portrayals. 

In a large interview study, Martin and Benson (1970.) found "the working 
class child watches TV more but is less likely to discuss the educational im- 
plications of what he sees with his father." (p. 413). Similarly, working class 
fathers 'reported the greatest use of parental rules for TV viewing (with upper, 
middle, and lower class fathers reporting less use "of TV rules) , but there ap- 
parently was a positive linear relationship between the father's education and 
use of TV rules. The data also indicated a strong positive relationship for 
social class and parents' education with "parental use of TV as an educational 
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aid." Seventy-ttyee percent of the upper class fathers and 74% of the upper 

» ... ■ 

, -class mothers reported using television as an educational aid, in contrast to 
* 57% of the fathers and 63% of the mothers -in the working class sample report- 
7^ ing such use. Similarly, 81% of the professional fathers in comparison to 50% ' 
of the less-than-high-school-educated fathers reported using TV as an educa-. 
tional aid. While these data suggest that parents who already have a demon r 
strated concern for v educational achievement report using television for educa- 
tional purposes, an alternative interpretation is that the higher educated 
interviewees were more sensitive or alert to the social ^esirability of their 
responses. However, Dervin (1970) also reported that youtn\from lower income 
and from black families experienced less parental control of viewing. Further, 
Bower (1973) reported that college educated parents were more likely to control 
their children's' television viewing than parents with a grade school education. 

....-■» s ' 

Parental Mediation 

An important issue in families' educational use o^ television is that sev- 
eral studies have found. parents as well as parent surrogates can be very effec- 
tive in enabling children and youth to better understand and more realistically 
interpret television content. Perhaps the earliest study to suggest that adult 
co-viewing with a child can change the impact of television content is one by 
Hicks (1965) in which an adult's comments (either positive or negative) about 
a program portraying the use of violence affected the degree of aggression ex- 
hibited by children in a post-test situation. Children who viewed the program 
with an adult who made positive cownentybout the televised violence showed 
more aggression than children who hear^Tthe adult make a negative evaluation 
Of the televised violence. 

erJc . _ i i . " . ■ 



Other evidence of the significance of positive impact of family verbal 
interaction during viewing is found in Bogatz and Ball's (1971) first-year 
evaluation of SESAME STREET: children who watched and learned more came .from 
homes where the mother watched the program with the child and where the mother^ 
talked with the child about the show. Later,' Salomon (1974) found that, whein 
mothers were encouraged to watch -SESAME STREET with their children for two 
hours a week, the children (particularly the lower-SES group) developed more 
of the specific cognitive skills' the programs were designed to teaph. A . 

The literature further supports the notion that other adults can affect 
what a child learns and retains from television content. Singer and Singer 
(1974) included in one of their treatment groups an adult who involved herself 
with \e on-going program and who called the children^ attention to specific 
points.\ The 3- and 4-year-olds In that group gained significantly more knowl- 
edge from the episodes of MISTER ROGERS than did other groups. 

In 1976 James Wailing reported results of a study in which effects upon 
first-grade ch^ldgn r whose mothers interacted with their child during during 
routine television viewing were contrasted with effects upon children In a 
* "non-interaction" group whose mothers were present but who did notMnteract 
during viewing, and 1n contrast with effects upon children 1n a "control" group 
who did not view television during the experimental period. After the one-week 
experimental period, children in the interaction and the nbn-interacti on groups 
had acquired a greater ability to complete social problem-solving tasks. This 
was Interpreted by Walling\to indicate an important positive, social learning 
aspect of television proving. In addition, the gain for the interaction 
group was substantlall/greater, which Indicates that mothers can successfully 



mediate television content. Althbygh the Walling study is important, it suf- 
fers from some methodological weaknesses and from a very small sample size, 
i.e., from seven to nine children in each group.' 

A study to explore further adult mediation of TV was conducted by Corder- 
Bolz & 0' Bryant (1978). *S^xteen boys and sixteen girls who were 4 to 5 years 
old were randomly assigned in same-sex pairs to one of the two, experimental 
groups. The children watched an episode f r*om the ADAM-12 series and commer- 
cials used at the time the show was aired in the early spring of 1976. The 
ADAM-12 series is considered to be a family-hour program and is notable for 
its lack of violence and its orientation towards children. The particular 
show used dealt'with children being truant from school and subsequently get- 
ting into troubie. 

In the first group, pairs of children watched the-30-minute episode with 
a well -liked preschool teacher who made neutral comments about the program 
(e.g. , "Let's sit here and watch a TV show.") In the second' group, pairs of 
children watched the same ADAM-12 episode with the same preschool teacher who 
made general explanatory comments (e.g., "Oh, no, that boy is in trouble." "He 
did not go to school -when he was supposed to." "He was playing hookey and that 
is bad,"). The children who watched the program with the preschool teacher who 
talked about the program content showed a highly significant increase in their 
knowledge of specific details of the program, an increase in their general knowl- 
edge of truancy, a decrease in erroneous knowledge of truancy, and an increase 
in positive attitudes. These respective increases and decreases were still very 
much evident on a one-week post- test. 

' One-of the least empirical , but most provocative, studies is by Safran 
(1976); this is the only study 1n the literature in which parents made a joint 
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effort to control the number of hours each day that their children viewed TV. 
For a four-week period, the parents of a group of 15 preschool-age children 
limited their child's viewing to just one hour a day. The parents kept' diaries N 
on what happened as they curtailed their child's viewing. Positive effects 
were reported by almost all the families in the study: a once passive small 
girl became less shy and more outgoing, an over-active and aggressive boy be- 
came calmer and less hurtful to his pets, and, for one school-age child in the 
study, grades improved appreciably once homework was no longer done 1n front of 
the TV set. Most Importantly, the families experienced an Increase in intra- 
famtly activities, and found that communication between all members of the fam- 
ily increased and Improved. 

Chaffee and Tims (1976) reported that higher parental control over their 
children's televiewing and higher parent emphasis on non-aggressive behavior 
resulted 1n lower correlations between viewing televised violence and self- 
reported aggressiveness. Hnwpver. parental interpretation of televised vio- 
lence 1n one sample (N = 147) raised the correlation, but in a second sample 
(N . 423) slightly lowered the correlation. 

In an early study by Chaffee, McLeod, and Atkln (1971) in which survey 
\ and interview data were collected from junior and senior high school students 
and their parents 1n 1968, the viewing habits ,and preferences "of the parent 
and child (were found to be) related to the values emphasized within families." 

Atkln and Greenberg (1977) surveyed 721 children in the 4th, 6th and 8th 
grades, and additionally conducted Interviews of a random subsample of 293 
mothers of the children. It is Interesting that 49% of the mothers of the 4th- 
graders reported providing Interpretation of televised physical aggression. 
For the mothers of 6th-graders, parental interpretation dropped to 45% and for 
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the 8th-graders, parental interpretation declined to 36%. With regard to tele-- 
vised verbal aggression, parental Interpretation was reported for 49% of the 
4th-graders, 40% of the 6th-graders, and 26% of the 8th-graders. Interestingly, 
with high parental mediation, the correlation between children's exposure to 
verbal aggression and the children's self-report of verbal aggression decreased. 
However, with high parental mediation, the correlation between televised phys- 
ical aggression and children's self-report aggress1on ( Increased. For televised 
pro-social behavior, parental mediation increased the correlation between ex- 
posure and behavior. Perhaps most Important, higher parent-child co- viewing 
appeared to significantly lower the correlations of exposure to televised phys- 
ical aggression and televised verbal aggression with children's aggressive 
behavior. 

Television and Parenting 

Finally, there 1s a limited literature on possible parenting approaches 
regarding television. Barcus 0969) reported that parents Controlled their 
child's television viewing for the following reasons: (a) that the child may 
otherwise be prematurely exposed to the adult world; (b) that television 1s 
less Important than other activities (such as schoolwork and outdoor play); 
. and (O that they were fearful that their children might imitate behavior 1n 
programs with themes of violence. 

' Rosslter and Robertson 0975) posit four possible areas 1n which a parent 
can intervene and control the child's TV viewing: 
' ! amount or number of television exposure; 

amount of viewing supervision 0-e., parental control of 
content) 

> * 

parental co-viewing of the child's television viewing; and 

ERJC parent-child interaction, I.e., frequency of Intrafamlly 

Si^ta * activities -other than TV watching. J 0 
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Leichter (1980), In a large interview study of families, found televi- 
sion to be a significant component of many families' lives. She further found 
-four different' parental approaches to "mediating" the use of the family tele- 
vision: directive, censoring, limiting and.scheduling. 

Lemon (1976) presented several parenting approaches to teaching cr1tl- 
cal viewing skills. One major "approach 1s discussion of the many issues re^ 
lated to television content and television viewing'. The complex concept of- 
reality as it applies to television content can be discussed with students. 
The different patterns of stereotyping can be discussed with students. Lemon 
indicates that "Parent/child co-v1ew1ng and mutual discussion 1s Important ... 
because parents are themselves a primary outside source of information" (p. 3). 
Exposure to magazines and newspapers, and practice in discussing information 
from them can further help a student determine the extent of the realism of / 
television programs. Lemon also suggests that parents and children need to * 
learn "more about how and why television programs are produced and broadcast 
and then discuss what "this suggests about the reality of program content" (p. 3), 

O'Bryant and Corder-Bolz (1978) outlined six methods parents could use to 
help tHelr children acquire and use critical TV viewing skills. 

Limited Viewing . Parents can help their children become aware 
of the role and place of television In their lives by limiting 
the amount of time they view TV. While television viewing Is a 
legitimate activity, there 1s also a variety of other activities 
for ajl members of the family. 

/con tent! Control . Many parental values can be communicated by 
/ UmitWg the Hnds of programs children are permitted to view. 
C In. soafe cases, parents may wish to encourage their children to 

watcVa program; In other cases, parents may wish to discourage 

or not allow the viewing of a program. 
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Purposeful Viewing . Probably the most difficult Slewing skill 
to learn is purposeful viewing. Because of easy access to TV 
programming and, 1n many cases, Its constant presence 1n the 
home, many children find It "easier" to simply watch television, 
regardless of what 1s on, rather than engage 1n another activ- 
ity. Since this viewing skill Involves the re-formulat1on of 
personal habits, 1t 1s often the slowest to be acquired. 

Dire ct Mediation . Parents can directly help children In the 
use of specific viewing skills. By providing explanatory or 
editorial comments, a parent causes a child to naturally per- 
ceive the programming 1n a larger context. 

Indir ect Mediation . Parents can model critical viewing skills 
by discussing and evaluating the program with a spouse or older 
child In the presence of their children. This unlntrusiyely 
teaches children not only how to critically view television but 
more Important that television should be viewed critically. 

Sprin gboard- Technique . There are many applications and Iraplica- 
tlons of television relevant to contemporary and personal sltua- . 
tlons Television programming presents a wide range of human 
situations such as cheating,' stealing, drug abuse, and pre- 
marital sex. A TV program can be used as a neutral setting 
for a parent. to discuss a sensitive Issue. As a consequence, 
the child or adolescent not only sees television as a source of 
Information and cultural value, but also sees those Ideas and 
values in a larger and more mature context. 

Models of Family Use of Television 

Based upofl. the available data, 1t appears that there are at least ten 
different models of family use of television. All of these approaches to use 
of home television are probably further modified by a n>ber of family charac- 
teristics. In addition, the ten models are not necessarily mutually exclusive 
1n that a family may incorporate two or more Into their family lifestyle. 

* La1ssez-fa1re: Parents don't regulate or control children's- television 
viewing, with in the limits of school and bedtime schedules, the ch1 dren 
* molt I watch what they want to, when they want to, There of course is 
usually a "negot1at1o?.« process to decide which program to watch, though 
some children do have their own TV. 
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Strict TV rules : Parents establish and enforce TV viewing time limits 
and content censorship. 

1ng or cleaning. , , < 

Tension avoidance : In at least some families, television viewing has 
blen found to be a family method of preventing or avoiding f ami ^ ten- 
slons and hostilities (Rosenblatt and Cunnlngh ^J.^^'^^^^ents 
suboorted by the conclusion of Chaffee and T1ms (1976) that adolescents 
watched more television 1f they had troubled Interpersonal relation- 
ships Surray 1972 and Ballyn (1959) reported data to support such 

1s not watched but merely provides background noise. 

Tel evision addiction : With many Individuals watching more J° J^J 

Family co- viewing: For many families, evening television Is one of the 
few o^portunltul for a family to be together and to do somet lng to- 
aether Along with bowling, camping, and^a few other activities, teie 
vIslSII is seen as something the whole family can enjoy. 

a SHHSi a. wirv^rswr • 



television fare. 



There 1s little data on what kinds of family processes are Involved In de- 
taining family use of television. Chaffee, McLeod, and Atkins (1971) re- 
ported that perceived family co™min1cat1on emphasizing social conformity and 
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self-expression was related to higher viewing of news programs and lower view- 
ing of entertainment programs. Lyle and Hoffman (1972). found 6th-graders' high 
viewing to be related with reported low frequency, of parent-child, discussions . 
of current Issues. In « large questionnaire study by Corder-Bolz and O'Bryant 
(1974), three basic family processes were found to determine family usage of 
television. 

Authori ty pattern ; It was generally ' found that patriarchal families 
were more nicely to control children's viewing time and content but 
less likely to promote co-v1ew1ng or educational use of TV. natn- 
archal families were found to promote at least sibling co-viewing. 
Egalitarian families were generally found to watch the least televi- 
sion but to watch the most educational programming. 

Family organizer : It was found that the family authority fl gure was 
not necessarl ly t he family "organizer". In some families, the father 
. had the most authority, and established the family rules, organized ., 
family activities and planned family activities. However, In many 
faml lies, the father may have been the authority but It was the mother 
who organized the tally. Usually It was the M y org* iljtr who de- 
termined the educational uses, 1f any, of the family television^ 

Child rearing: Several child rearing practices were also found to be 
re l ated to tlm mes' use of television. Strict vs loose discipline 
practices and encouraging Individuality vs. authorl tarl an chl ] ^ rear- 
Ing practices were highly related to parental /control of the amount . 
and content of children's television viewing. 

In addition, there appear several other salient family variables. Family 
structure probably has a strong Influence on home use of television. For ex- 
ample, single-parent families would be likely to use television as a baby- 
sitter; 1n contrast, extended families would likely have more co-v1ew1ng. In 
addition, the number of children 1n a family also would Influence the amount 
of co-v1ew1ng and the total time the set 1s on. There are also some limited « 
data which suggesfthat family television usage patterns vary as a function of 
the families'' ethnicity, and Income, parental education, and type of habitat 
(I.e., urban, suburban, rural). 
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Television as 
an Educational 
Resource 



Programming: 

a. news 

b. drama . 
c cartoons 

d. commercials 

e. comedy 

f. documentaries 

g. game shows 

h. sports 

L educational 
j. adventures 

Content: 

a. * knowledge 

b. language 
c cultural 
d. values 

Form: 

a. words 

b. color 

c. shape 



Educational 
Methods 



Riules 
Modeling 
Content Selection 
Behavior Shaping 
Direct Mediation 
Indirect Mediation 
Springboard Techniques 
Life Chpices 



Learner 



Cognitive 
Development 

Sex Roles 

Cultural 
Roles 

Age Roles 



Educational 
Objective 



Cognitive: 

a. information 

b. language development 
c literacy 

. d critical of information 
e. cause of/effect of 
human interaction 

Affective: 

a. social .norms 
and values 

. b. social development 

c. personal 4 development 

d. life choices '/ 

Performance: 
m a. acadjimic 

b. social interaction 
c reflectfv* conduct 

. d. behavioral options 
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Encouraging Families to Use TV Educationally 

No^ajcpr parenting curriculum or parenting program currently includes ( 
any Information or advice regarding television. This is despite .the fact 
that for most children and most families, 'television viewing is the most fre- 
quent activity and>a strong -influence on the family lifestyle. . 

More research 1s needed before parenting Ideas regarding television should 
be widely disseminated. For example, 1n an as-yet-unpubl1shed study by Green- 
berg and his colleagues, it was found that parental recommendation and d1s- 
recommendatlon of selected programs did not work as expectedU Children's 
viewing of programs recommended by their parents appeared to have increased 
only negligibly. Further, children's viewing of programs dlsrecomniended by 
their parents appeared to have significantly Increased, rather than decreased. 

' Regarding the effectiveness of public Information to help parents learn 
and use parenting Ideas regarding television, there 1s virtually no Informa- 
tion. Television PSAs on general parenting^ Issues have proven to be very ef- 
fective. The U. S. Office of Education's program on critical television view- 
ing skills provided some direct experience 1n reaching parents on the Issue of 
television. The SEDL critical viewing skills project which was the most or1- 
-ented to reaching parents, found 1t useful and probably essential to utilize 
existing organizations and community networks to reach parents. The SEDL ma- 
terials were developedNn cooperation with the national PTA, several state 
PTA's, other parent organizations such as Parents Without Partners, and most 
of the major youth organizations Including Girl Scouts, Camp F1re, Boys Clubs, 
Girls Clubs,. YMCA, YWCA, and 4H. All of these organizations subsequently, 
participated 1n the dissemination of Information and materials by printing 
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special articles 1n their national magazines, distributing materials to their 
national ana state leaders at their cost, and 1n some cases reprinting mate- 

* 

Hals for use by their members. Probably the major falling of the USOE proj- 
ect was that 1t was not continued long enough. Approximately one year was de- 
voted to the dissemination phase. While a significant Impact upon, national 
and state organizations was achieved, more time would" have been required to ■/ 
follow up and effectively reach a substantial proportion of families. An Im- 
portant finding of the SEDL dissemination approach was that using existing com- 
munity organizations , and networks, especially neighborhood youth groups and 
churches, proved. to be a particularly effective method of reaching education- 
ally disadvantaged populations. 

There 1s a clear need to develop a greater understanding of how parents 
are involved 1n their children's television viewing, how parents can help 
their children benefit more from television, and how parents' awareness and 
parenting skills can be increased . Given the complexity of family processes 
and the wide range of family lifestyles and family uses of television, a series 
of small studies to assess the utility of different parenting ideas is probably 
preferable to* a single large study. For example, families could be asked to 
use different methods of explaining program content to young children. These 
studies would need. to accommodate the differences in family structure, and 
family values which appear to directly influence families' use of television. 
Indeed, 1f family use of television 1s largely determined by family structure 
and ethnicity, then 1t may be preferable to assess the utility of parenting 
programs designed for specific populations, such as single-parent families, 
low Income urban families, and rural' families. A greater benefit may ulti- 
mately be derived from materials and programs designed to meet the particular 
Er|c needs' of identified populations. , #> . 
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A Study of Methodologies 

* * , ' 

The critical Issue regarding parents helping children benefit educa- 
tlonally from television programing appears to be extent and nature of pa- 
cental Involvement, most Importantly, parental commentary and mediation df , 
programming content. Several studies have provided strong evidence, that pa- 
rental Involvement 1s the determining factor (e.g., Corder-Bolz and 0' Bryant, 
1978; Corder-Bolz, 1980; Gorder-Bolz, 1981). While the evidence Indicates 
that parents can help their children to learn from TV, very little 1s known 
regarding how often and 1n what ways parents attempt to make their children's 
TV v1ew1n| educational/ The few studies suggest that parents are not commonly 
Involved with their children's television viewing (e.g., Mohr/l978; Corder- 
Bolz and-Marshall, 1980; Bower, 1973; Greenberg, EHcson, Vlahos, 1972). 

Television and parental involvement are particularly critical issues for 
most contemporary families. Television has become a primary educational re-, 
source fbr most students. For a society which relies upon *n educated and In- 
formed public, 1t 1s becoming Increasingly imperative that children and fam- 
ilies utilize television as an educational resource (Corder-Bolz, 1980). It 
. 1s now evident that there is an important need to understand how families use . 
television and then to develop strategies for encouraging more educational 
utilization of television. 

Unfortunately, the field of television research continues to lack an ac- 
curate description of how different kinds of families use television. A major 
problem in researching family use of TV 1s the reliance upon self-report data 
(Dorr, 1978). Even on such a basic issue of how much TV children watch, re- 
ported data vary so widely .that one must question the validity of reported 
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correlations between vied^ng and other variables. Lo'Sciuto (1971) reported 
a range of 183 minutes per, day in response to the question of the family'^ 
TV viewing on an "average day", to 105 minutes in response to the question of 
the family's TV viewing reported in a daily diary. In contrast, Roper (1971) 
reported 170 minutes and Nielsen (1970) reported 190-220 minutes per day of 
family TV viewing. In comparing taped in-home observations with diary- 
reported viewing, Bechtel , Achejpohl, and Akera (1972V found a strong tend- 
ency to over-report viewing time in diaries. Lyle (1972) -suggested that the 
question of Amount of TV viewing tine is perhaps not very important, but it 
is merely an example of a misleading question that tannot be answered be- , 
cause' &f the myriad difficulties arising from self-report or parental report 
of child TV viewing behavior. 

There is little question that self-report is a good. measure of some ^ 
phenomena (*g., attitudes and opinions). However, the kinds of questions 
that must be asked to understand television viewing in" the home do not lend 
themselves well to self- report. Much ,of "television viewing behavior is out 
of awareness and not available for accurate recall. 

The'^ccurrence of differences between parental perception and child per- 
/ ception of the most basic issues, i .e. , what is watched and when, as well as 
^pre complex issues such as the nature and frequency of interaction while \ 
watching Wis understandable, Greenberg, Ericson, and Vlahos (1971), for 
instance/ reported that mothers claimed more .family interaction occurred 
while watching than did their children.- Martin and Benson (1970) found* moth" 
ers claimed less( viewing by their children/stricter rules, and more co- 
' viewing than thei ^ children, reported. There apparently^ even little agree 



ment in individual "families as to what television behavior is or m§ans. Self- 
report, then, of television behavtor'is of limited use in reporting actual be- 
havior as opposed to perceived behavior. 

There is a, clear need to conduct in-the-home observational studies of 
how families use television. However, only three studies (Bechtel, Achelpohl, 
& Akers, 197-1; Frazer. & Reid, 1978; Lull, 1980) have attempted to observe in- 
situ family TV viewing patterns. Bechtel et al.' videotaped and then classi- 
fied family members/ behaviors according to the degree of attention paid to 
the TV set. However, Bechtel defined "watching TV" as eye contact, which over- 
simplifies the complex act of watching TV. The important contribution of the 
BecKtel study is the observation that "...watching television is not a be- 
havior in its own right but is a mixture with many threads of which the view- 
er seems .only partially aware. ...Television viewing does not occur in a vac- ' 
uum,' it is always to some degree background to a complex behavior in the home." 

Frazer and Reid (1978) took the theoretical position that television is 
a social object like any other which can be manipulated by the viewer for, any 
number of social ends.. In an in-home participant observation study of chil- 
dren's use of TV commercials, they found that children did not generally pay 
close attention to commercials because of the product or for consumer .informa- 
tion-seeking, but used commercials as an opportunity to initiate a desired 
interaction within the family setting, and, in general manipulated TV messages 
for their own ends, such as singing and playing games. These findings are 
notably different from laboratory experimental findings regarding the effects 
of television advertising (e.g. , Ward, 1972; Atkins, 1975). While the focus 
and the sample of Frazer and Reid's'study is small, the contextual setting and 
participant observation i methodology suggests a useful approach ^understand- 
ing family use of TV. 
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The alternatives to self-report appear to be direct observation and in- 
direct observation (e.g., videotaping). An inescapable problem of an obser- 
vation methodology is the impact of the observer. In an open social environ- 
ment such as a street corner and even in a semi-closed social environment, the 
impact of an observer can be minimized. However, in a home setting, the so- 
cial environment - is a closed setting. When another person is added, toe par- 
ticipants respond to and accommodate the addition. By the very presence of 
another person, the data collected by an observer is unavoidably distorted. 
Serious questions have to be raised as to the general izabiVity of the data. 
Another problem of participant observation has been that replication of find- 
ings .is difficult, if not impossible, particularly since the data observed at 
a particular time by a particular observer may not be observed by another ob- 
server at another time in quite the same way. Another problem hasobeen that 
notating behavior is often slow, cumbersome, and intrudes on the observer's 
participation, causing him or her to miss important items and disturbing inter 
actions. While this problem has been noted (Wright, 1967) and attempts to 
solve it by elaborate me'ans suggested (Steinglass, 1967), it is not surprising 
that audiovisual recording devices have -increasingly replaced the ethnogra- 
pher's notebook as a fundamental research tool' Many solutions have been sug- 
gested (e.g., hidden cameras, cameras with mirrors- to misdirect the lens) 
'which themselves raise questions. 

A lack of methodological development has seriously flawed many studies 
and directly inhibits further growth in the field. Existing data suggest not 
only that social desirability distorts self-report data via questionnaire, < 
interview, and diary methodologies, but also that people are largely unaware; 
of how much TV they watch and of what they do while watching. 



To prepare for an extensive study of how families use television to be 
conducted by SEDL in FY' 81, these methodological questions needed to be re- 
solved. Specifically, an adequate:- methodological- approach needed to be devel- 
oped to permit the subsequent collection of valid and general izable informa- 
tion regarding family ,use of televtslon, To determine the strengths and weak- 
nesses of the several potential approaches, eight established methodologies 
were comparatively evaluated. 

During FY' 80, SEDL conducted a methodological study of families' use of 
television.' Eight methodologies were developed and assessed;.. (1) question- 
naire, (2) diary, (3) .interview, (4) direct experimenter observation, (5) ex- 
perimenter observation via telephone, (6) observation by family member, (7) 
audio recording, and (8) 'video recording. It was hoped that* the data would 
provide the basis for a comparative evaluation of the nature of the limita- 
tions of each methodology, and a determination of which methodologies would 
be most appropriate to study particular kinds of variables.. 

Four variables constitued the focus of the study: (1) which family mem- 
bers watch television, (2) what else family members do while watching, (3) who^ 
talks to whom while watching, and (4) what is the content of family verbal inter- 
actions while watching. The eight methodologies represented all major method- 
ological approaches to collecting data regarding family use of television. 
Most of the eight methodologies had been used 1n previously reported televi- 
sion research (e.g., questionnaire, Interview, diary, video observation, direct 
observation). The remaining methodologies were potentially useful applications 
of methodologies used In other research issues (e.g., audio tape observation 
and observation by telephone). 
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A Pilot Study 

Beginning. In the fall of 1979 and continuing through the early spring of 
1980, the eight methSSogles were pilot-tested. While the data collected 
are best viewed as being Informal and with little expected general jzabi 11 ty 
because of the small sample size, the data do provide some Initial and fasci- 
nating insights into the study of families' processes which involve television. 

Subjects . Thirty-one families from an Independent suburban school dis- 
trict were contacted by letter. The families were selected to be homogeneous 
as to SES (upper middle class) and ethnicity (Anglo). Of the-31 families con- 
tacted by letter and Informed fully as to what participation in each phase of 
the study would Involve on their part, 21 families volunteered to participate. 
Of the 21 families, 12 returned questionnaires. The remaining- 10 who did not 
return their questionnaires were eliminated from the study. Of the 12 fam- 
ilies who' returned their questionnaires, 4 families participated additionally 
1n the phone survey, 5 were mailed diaries and 3 returned them completed; 2 were 
videotaped in the home; 2 were audiotape*; 2 were observed by a family member; 
2 were observed by a staff person; 4 were Interviewed by phone.' 

Resu1ts . The data collected 1n the pilot study were used to make the final 
refinements 1n the procedures and Instruments before the methodological study 
was Initiated. No formal analyses were conducted on the pilot study data. How- 
ever, these data do reflect the methodology-spedflc nature of television re- 
search data and do provide some Ideas for studying family processes. 

The questionnaire consisted of demographic questions, Items on television 
equipment and placement, an adjective checklist, and questions about what 1s 
watched, how much time 1s spent watching, and what conversation while watching 
occurs, as well as an Item about concurrent activities. As the study was pr1- 
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] marily methodological, several classic versions of the question regarding how 
much TV is watched were interspersed with others. Additionally, a <=°t of 
three questions used by Medrlch (1978) to classify households as "constant 
television" were asked. Format was mixed,, with generally factual questions 
1n closed, forced-choice form,- an^ opinions^ in open and semi-open format. 
Among many other- things , five of the eleven families (45%) who completed the 
questionnaire reported that they talk about a TV program while, watching. 

Two forms of a TV diary were used. A longer foPm was adapted from a. 
study by Murray - 1n 1971. Minor modifications were made to suit. the focus of 
. the current study. A second version was created of s^lar questions 1n a 
matrix .format, with each sheet comprising the viewing record for a single TV 
program. Two families used the TV diary with a total of 16 programs. Family 
■discussions about a TV program were reported for half (50%) of the programs 

viewed. > 
; The interview schedule consisted of open-ended questions about general 

Issues as to what 1s watched, what 1s Hked and disliked about television, and 
Vofher attltudlnal Items. Three^of the five families (60%) who volunteered re- 
ported that the family discussed TV programs being viewed. % 

Volunteers for- the telephone observation methodology were called at ran- 
domly-timed Intervals during the family viewing hours three times per night 
for these nights. Each time, the family member who answered the phone was 
asked about the last conversation before the phone rang. If the television 
was not 1n operation, the call was terminated. Each family was called three 
times on each of three evenings during prime family viewing time. Four fami- 
lies participated in the phone' methodology. Of the total of 24, calls made, 
five times the family was not home and six times the TV was not on. On the re- 
maining 13 calls, only one family C8%) reported a conversation about the TV 
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HmMa program being viewed. o*J 
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A time-activated cassette audio recorder was placed 1n the family TV view- 
ing room in two families. The recorder taped two hours 'during 'early prime time 
fr television programming on two consecutive hours at each home. Family conver- 
sations occurred during 36% of the time periods. Of the time during which 
conversations occurred, 19% was used to discuss the program being Viewed. Thus, 
approximately 7% of the total time was devoted to comments about the TV pro- 
gramming being viewed. 

To Ins-tall the video recording equipment, appointments were made with the 
volunteers. A Quasar 5150 Video Cassette Recorder was installed near the tele- 
vision set, with a" camera Initially placed behind the TV. Subjects were asked 
. what time they generally began watching and the recorder was set to start at 
this time and stop recording two hours later. The recorder 1s not obtrusive 
In operation; subjects would have to Inspect- the VCR closely to determine when 
1t 1s operating. 

To ensure subject privacy and a sense of freedom from unwelcome scrutiny, 
subjects were shown how to stop the recording equipment (a simple matter of de- 
pressing the trigger on the camera) and were Instructed to do so 1f they felt 
that the camera was Intruding on private or sensitive family matters at any 
time. Subjects seemed encouraged by this Instruction; however, of the two 
volunteer families, neither used this option. One evening's two-hour viewing 
was recorded for two subjects. The following day the equipment was removed 
and subjects were asked for their feeling about being videotaped. Both sub- 
jects reported self-consciousness about the camera', either their own or another 
family member's. One subject referred to the camera as a "big eye" and felt 
that it clearly Impacted her family's behavior. The remaining subject can be 
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seen from the videotape to be generally quite aware of the camera's presence, 
while her child was openly resentful of its presence. While family conversa- 
tions were Intermittent, they were almost continuous. However, less than 10% 
of the comments were directed at the TV program being viewed. This finding 
closely correlates with the results of the telephone survey that B% of the 
phone calls found a conversation about the TV program being viewed. 

Two family observers were trained in their homes in observation protocol. 
Training required approximately 30 minutes. Both volunteers were the mothers 
of the families. It was stressed that the family should try not to alter their 
family's viewing behavior 1n any way. Observers were advised to code all cards 
using their own judgment. When they could not determine, for Instance, 1f any- 
'one was encouraging or discouraging talking by fairly clearcut criteria, they 
were advised to leave the Item blank. Similarly, 1t was left to the judgment 
of observers whether or not someone was watching; If the observer felt that 
someone was watching because, for Instance, they remained 1n the viewing room 
and maintained a thread of attention to the screen, they could be classified 
as "watching." Amount of attention was measured by the observer 1n terms of 
percentage of program viewed. 

The two family observers recorded 15 observations of family conversations 
while viewing television. Family conversations about the program being viewed 
were observed during five of the conversations (33%). 

Staff observers were trained 1n observation protocol similarly to family 
observers. Additionally, they were Instructed to talk with the families for a 
short time before coding. Families were told that they shoulo* not feel obli- 
gated to treat the observer as a guest, although this was the natural tendency. 
Staff observers suggested to the family that they regard him or her as a repair 
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person or workman 1n the home. Observers were also Instructed to choose their 
vantage points with care, such that they did not usurp someone's usual viewing 
chair. One mother reported that she felt that the children were quite aware 
of the observer and were interested in what he was doing, although she added 
that she felt that the observer did an "excellent job? 1n being unobtrusive. 
A total of 17 family conversations was observed. None of these* conversations , 
(53%) were about the TV program being viewed. 

Great caution should be observed 1n comparing the results generated by 
the differing methodologies because of the extremely small size. The data, 
however, does appear to suggest three points: 

1. In the self -report methodologies, I.e., questionnaire, diary, and 
Interview, families reported approximately a 50* Incidence of fam- 
ily conversations about the TV program. This might suggest the Im- 
portance that parents attach to parental Intervention regarding tel- 
evision content: that half of the non-routine conversations were 
directed at dealing with the TV program content. 

2. In the mechanical obervatlon methodologies, I.e., -video recording, 
audio recording, and telephone observation, 1t was found that fam- 
ily comments about the TV programming occurred approximately 10% of 
the time. This is in contrast to the 501 estimate generated by the 
self-report -methodologies.. 

3. In the observer methodologies, i.e., staff observer and family ob- 
server, from 33% to 53% of the family conversations were directed 
toward the TV program. These results may suggest that observers may 
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alter families'- Interactions during TV viewing, subtly raising 
the Issue of parental commerce about TV program content. 

Methodological Study 

The primary study was initiated In March, 1980. A total of 260 families 
was contacted by letter and/or telephone call. Fifty-three families completed 
their questionnaires. Nine families participated In the phone observation. 
Eleven families volunteered to complete diaries. Twenty families volunteered 
for personal Interviews. Four families volunteered for the video recording. 
Five families volunteered for the audio recording. Four families volunteered 
for the staff observation. Four families volunteered for the family observa- 
tion. Copies of data collection Instruments used are 1n Appendix A, which in- 
cludes the questionnaire. Interview schedule, family diary, telephone Inter- 
view schedule, observation coding form used by family observers and staff ob- 
servers, audio tape coding form, and video tape coding form. 

Table 1: 
Research Methodology Samples 

Questionnaire 53 families 

Phone Survey 81 calls (9 families) 

Diaries 59 programs (8 families) 

Interview , 20 families 

Family Observer 23 programs (4 families) 

Video Observation 9 days (4 families) 

Audio Observation 11 days (5 families) 

Staff Observer 8 days C4 families) 



Sample Homogenlty . The families who participated. in the study were 
white, middle- to upper-m1ddle-1ncome families wiCh one or more school -age 
children. While there 1s considerable need to understand how the many socie- 
tal groups use television, the purpose of this study was not to generate infor- 
mation regarding how families use television. Instead, the study was de- 
signed to generate Information regardlng-how the aval 1 able methodologies 
might affect the character of the data collected. Therefore, a highly homog- 
enous sample was needed to minimize differences due to societal groups. Even 
though the sample was sodetally homogenous, there proved still to be enor- 
mous differences among families regarding family life style and TV viewing 
habits. 

Procedures 

The procedures used were very similar to those used in the pilot study. 

a 

Church and school leaders were asked to recommend families with children who 
could be contacted. A total of 260 families was recommended and subsequently 
contacted by letter with a follow-up telephone call. Fifty-three families 
agreed to participate and were asked to complete questionnaires. The 53 fam- 
ilies were then asked to participate 1n additional parts of the study. 

Based upon the outcome of the pilot study changes were made 1n several of 
the methodologies. The questionnaire proved to generate the most data and to 
be the least Intrusive. Further, 1t was realized that 1t would be useful as 
a screening device for participation 1n other methodologies. Therefore, the 
-questionnaire was placed first 1n each family's participation In. the study 
and every family was asked' to complete the questionnaire. 
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All of -the observational methodologies were found to be disruptive and 
to possibly bias any data collected subsequently. Therefore, families partici- 
pated in observational methodologies last. It was important to allow each 
methodology to collect data from families without the family members' be- 
haviors and attitudes being altered by the study Itself or, by other methodol- 
ogies. However, 1n the process of being involved in such methodologies as 
experimenter observation and video observation, many members of the families 
1n the pilot study become aware of and sensitized to many of the Issues be- 
ing studied. Thus, subsequent self-report data often proved to reflect the 
families' prior Involvement with the more Intrusive observational methodologies 

Technical changes were made in . the audio observation and video observa- 
tion methodologies. In the pilot study, the family conversations were often 
difficult to hear on the audio tapes and frequently , the TV audio masked the 
family conversations. A more sensitive/and directional microphone was there- 
fore used. In the pilot study, the video recorder also often failed to pick 
up the family conversations. Again a better microphone was used. No major 
changes were made In. any of the methodologies as a result of the pilot study, 
though a multitude of procedural wrinkles were Ironed out In the process of 
conducting the pilot study. Therefore, when the main study was Initiated, the 
staff was <fully prepared. 

m 

Results 

The results are voluminous and are presented 1n Tables 1n Appendices B 
through I. Selected portions of the data are presented to facilitate the eval 
uatlon of each methodology. 
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Questionnaire . Sixty-four percent of the families reported that their 
family television 1s on most of the evening. The families reported an aver- 
age of 2.81 hours of television viewed by the family "yesterday" and 3.17 
hours viewed on an "average weekday". However, 1n response -to the question, 
"Is your family likely to be viewing TV on Monday night?", 66% of the fami- 
lies said "No." Similarly for Tuesday night, 73.6% of the families said "No." 
For Wednesday night, 77.4% said "No", and for Thursday night, 64.2% said "No." 
Finally, 84.9% of the families described their TV viewing as being primarily 

entertaining. t, ■ 

Interview . In response to, the question of why their family watches tele- 
vision, 65% said "entertainment" first. Another 15% reported "relaxation" as 
the first reason. Approximately 30% reported "educational" as the second 
reason their family watches television. Another 30% reported "Information" 
o as : their 'second reason. Approximately 75% of the. families did not have a 
third 'reason' for watching television. Approximately 85% of the families re- 1 
" ported family discussion during television viewing, and 75% reported family 
discussions about the program during television viewing." Finally, In the 
Interviews, 75% of the families reported that they regularly watch television 

during the evening. 

Diary . Approximately ?3< of the' family diaries reported family discus- 
sions while viewing television. Approximately 52% of these conversations , 
were about the program or commercial. And €2% of the conversations Involved 
a child. Th1rty-n1ne percent of the family diaries reported a comedy program 
being viewed, 23.7% reported a drama program, and 6.8% reported a children's 
special. Finally, 64.4% of the family diaries reported the family viewing all 
of the program. 

ERIC OJ , 
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Audio Tape Observation , Using an audio tape recorder activated by a ^ 
timer to operate during prime time television hours, observations v|re made 
of families' television viewing behavior. During an average total of 4,372 
seconds (72.9 minutes) of evening viewing, an average total of 637.3 seconds 
of conversation was observed. Thus approximately 13.7% of families' viewing 
was accompanied by conversation. An average total of U4.'§ seconds of the . ■■ 
conversation was about'the program, accounting for 23.3%«f the conversations 
and 2.6% of the family viewing time. 

Video Tape Observation . Using a sman, low-light Intensity video camera 
and recorder activated by a timer to operate during prime television hours, 
video observations were made of families' television viewing behaviors. Dur- 
. 1ng an average totaVof 14,260 seconds (237.7 minutes) of evening viewing, an 
average. total of 337.4 seconds Of conversation was observed. Thus approximate- 
ly 3,4% of the observed family viewing was accompanied by conversation. An 
average total of ,82.2 seconds 6f conversation- abtut the program was observed, 
accounting" for an average of 24.9% of the conversations and 0.58% of the fam- 
i 

1ly viewing. . 

Direct Observation - Because of the very small number of families volun- 
teering for the staff observation portion of the study, the da ta^ collected 
by the staff observers was combined with the data collected by the family ob- 
servers. It was observed that at least one child was viewing 36.04% of the 
time the television was on, or approximately 85.7 minutes an evening. An . 
average of 3 family conversations was noted during each program.' Approxl- 
nately 42% of the conversations were not related to the programming. Approx- 
imately .19% of the conversations were catelgo^ zed as positive evaluations of 
the.program and another 12.5% were categorized as explanations of the tele- / 

vision content. 

ERIC k >iv 



/ * ■ • - K ■ 

'. • . . ,.38 

. . ' " ' • • •" v ' . ' ' ' - 



* 



Telephone Obsen/frt^on . The telephone was used to call randomly selected 
families to ask about on-going or ininediately-pSast television viewing be- 
havior. The telephone was used' as a means of communication and the person 
answeri^rthe telephone actecfW an observer. The term "telephone obsefva- 
*\t1on" is used to distinguish this methodology from the telephone survey meth- 
odology. InVtelephone surveys, people are asked via telephone questions 
about' attitudes, status items, and historical questions. The telephone is 
used as a convenient vehicle to collect data that is regarded as equivalent 
to data collected via other survey vehicles (e.g. , mailed questions, dbor-to- 
door interviews). In telephone observation,' people via telephone are asked 
to observe on-going* behavior and to recall behavior which occurred in the im- 
mediate past. It is thought that telephone observation is an extremely low- 
cost a^id non-intrusive approach to making observations in families' homes,, 
ft was found that the family was watching television 54.9% of the /time. Fam- 
ily conversations were observed 11.0% of the time. A child member of the fam- 
ily was speaking immediately prior to the telephone call 21.8% of the observed 
conversations. /% ^ 

. ■ " * '( ■ 

Discussion^ . , * 

*ifht1e the data collected do provide some fascinating insights into .the * 
family processes involved in television, the most important contribution of 
the data is the insights provided into the scientific processes of studying 
families. It was found that each methodology provides a relatively unique 
perspective of the phenomena being studied. Instead of providing a confirma- 
tion of the contemporary belief that some of the methodologies generate data 
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which are more valid than the data' generated by other methodologies, these 
data strongly suggest that validity is not singular. A particular methodol- . 
ogy when approximately used' can provide scientific insights that sometimes 
may be unique to the methodology. The; answers, and even the questions, may 
be methodology specific, In general the self-report methodologies generated 
important data regarding families' 'perception of their television viewing be- 
havior. ^ The observational methodologies generated objective data regarding 
families** physical and verbal television viewing behavior. Interestingly, the 
more intrusive observational methodologies such as video observation provided 
some insight into how families change their television viewing behavior to ac- 
commodate outside evaluation. 

The primary purpose of the methodological study was to provide the basis 
for developing a methodology to be used in a subsequent major' study of -fami- 
- lies' educational use of television. . Four general conclusions can be drawn 
from the data .and^he conduct of 'the study, 

Conclusion Much of a family's TV viewing is out of awareness. Fur- 
thermore, for many families, TV viewing is done in a much larger context of 
t'h>-faTniqyj^mbers ' indi vi dually and collectively conducting family business. 
Mother tells her son to take out the trash. Mother and father discuss the 
arrangements to take 'the car to the garage to be fixed. The family verbal 
interactions, while highly intermittent and fragmented, are almost continuous. 
The television is often a part of the background given occasional attention 
. by most family members. While, television "viewing" is.a part of many fami- 
lies' lift styles, much of the viewing behavior is secondary to other ongoing 
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' activities and thus mostly out of awareness. Therefore, when people are asked 
about their TV viewing behavior through such methodologies as questionnaire, 
interview, and even djary, they are being asked about a part of the family 
interactions which 1s relatively minor and not given much forethought. These 
self-report methodologies, in effect, ask the subjects to retrospectively 
create the events that were not eventful at the time. The data from these 
methodologies appear not to provide reasonably accurate information regarding 
what happened. Instead, these methodologies appear to provide data regarding 
differences between families' opinions and concerns on issues .related to tele- 
vision. Thus when a parent is. asked about family conversations about the TV 
program content, the answer is probably a good measure of how important the 
parent believes 1t is to talk .about TV content. However, as a methodology to 
develop a descriptive data base on families' use of television, questionnaire, 
interview, and diary methodologies appear to be inappropriate. 

Conclusion 2 . Even with the very homogeneous sample, the study found 
large differences across families as to how families use television. This 
and other research on family use of TV reflects a finding. of the larger field 
of family research that there is no single concept of family. Along most maj- 
or dimensions, virtually every family is different. Similarly with television, 
with each family, one finds another way in which\family uses television. The 
variance of family use of television appears to exten&in many different direc- 
tions, Including family si?e, family structure, parent Employment, parent edu- 
cation, ethnicity and housing patterns, as well as parental attitudes and 
child-rearing practices. Therefore, a description of .how families use televi- 
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sion must be based upon data gathered from many families and many kinds of 
families. Insights and generalizations based upon a few families clearly will 
not accommodate "the many ways families use TV. ' 

The inescapable implication is that an ethnographic s.tudy of a few fami- 
lies Will not provide the necessary data base. Literally, a sample of several 
hundred families will be needed to generate sufficient data regarding the sev- 
eral dozen major TV' viewing styles. If TV viewing were a more stable phenom- 
enonV'which observations of one family could be reasonably generalized to 
other families, then a careful and extended analysis of a famjly representa- 
tive of a societal group would be preferable. However, knowledge about how 
one black,' middle-income family uses television offers little information 
about how other black, middle-income families use television. Therefore, be- 
cause of the sample size needed to represent the major categories, observa- 
tional methodologies such as staff observation and video observation, which 
require a high Investment of time and funds, appear not to be , reasonable options. 

Conclusion 3 . The introduction of an observer appears to change the fam- 
ily interaction patterns. A fundamental assumption of observation methodolo- 
gies is that the observer can, with practice and training, collect data without 
his or her presence biasing the phenomenon being observed. In open social sys- 
tems such as street corners, as well as semi-closed social systems such as class- 
rooms, the assumption appears to be reasonable. However, in closed social sys- 
tems such as a family's home, the data suggest that the assumption is rarely, 
1f ever, true. In a, closed soda! system, every person accommodates every other * 
person present. The introduction of another person, even a non- interested ob- 
server, causes a change in the behavior of everyone. Two specific items -appeared 
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in the staff observer part of the study, First, the families always prepared 
for the arrival of the observer, primarily by cleaning the house, especially 
the room fn which the TV was viewed., Second, parents appeared to be more con- 
" cerned about making comments to their children about the television, in 'ap- 
parent concern to meet the presumed expectations of the observer. The data 
generated by the video tape observation similarly appeared to be distorted 
when compared to audio tapes of the same families. Therefore, the direct ob- 
servation methodologies may generate data regarding the social expectancies 
of families rather than descriptive data of the TV viewing habits. 

Conclusion 4 . Most families proved to be very resistant to the observa- 
tional methodologies, such as staff observation and video observation. Less ■ 
than 5% of the people contacted would even consider participating in the staff 
observation." Therefore, a serious question is raised regarding the general iz- 
ability of observational data collected from families who do volunteer for ob- 

servational studies. „ 

.Other technical and procedural problems became apparent. For example, in 
the audio tape observations, it was often difficult for" the person coding the 

v 

data to determine who was talking, who was listening, and what was being said. 
The best compromise methodology appears to be the telephone observation. The 
data generated are very similar to that generated by the audio tape and video 
tape observation' methodologies. Furthermore, the volunteer rate was very high, 
over 50%. Finally, the telephone observation methodology can economically meet 
the need for large, even national, samples of families. Therefore, it is ten- 
tatively concluded that the telephone observation combined with questionnaire 
is the best methodological approach to developing a descriptive data base re- 
garding families' use of television. 
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I 
I 

I 



our age __ . 

irst name of oldest child 



TV QUESTIONNAIRE 
Spouse's ag e 



age 



sex 



First name of second chi ld_ 
^irst name of third child__ 



_age_ 



sex 



_age_ 



sex 



i 



irst name of fourth child 



age_ 



sex 



ther household member(s) first name(s)_ 



i age(s). 



i 



sex 



Your occupation^ 



r 



Spouse's occupation 



our highest year of school completed. Spouse's highest year of school completed, 

ur total combined annual gross income is: (check one) 
0 - 10,000 





"10,001 - 20,000 

20,001 - 30,000 

30,001 - 40,000 

40,001 - 50,000 

"50,001 * 



Jjhat clubs or organizations does each family member belong to arrd actively participate in? 

Husband _ — 

§Wife 1 - : ' — : — 

gOldest child _^ — 

Second child n < . >— ; 

Jrhird Child > ' • . - ' 

' Fourth child . ■ ; ■ 

fcther household member(s) , ; , * 

■Mould you describe your family as attending church or synagogue regularly? Yes No 



r 

If so, which denomination? 

I 



V 
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How many televisions do you have? j color TV's, _Black and White TV's 

In which room is the TV that you most often watch together as a family? 

How old is this family TV ? 

About how much did you pay for this family TV? 



Do you subscribe to cable service? _Jo HBO? 

How many channels do you receive? D o you have a- roof antenna?_ 
Do you own a videotape recorder? Yes No 

How many hours does your family watch TV in an average week?__ 



Which nights of the week are you as a family likely to be watching TV together? 
(Please circle as many answers as apply to you.) 

Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday None regularly 

Which word(s) of those below best describe how you feel about you and your family's 
TV viewing? (Please check as many as apply.) 

Enterta1n1ng» Worthwhile Boring 

Relaxlnq '•■ Amusing A waste of time 

Educational Fulfilling Indispensable _ 

Stimulating Harmless Harmful 

Please check off as many of the following statements as apply to your TV set's 
operation. 

At my house the TV 1s on most of the afternoon. 

At my house the TV 1s usually on during dinner. 

At my house the TV 1s on most of the evening. 



Please fill 1n your answers to the questions below. 

How many hours does your family watch TV on an average day? 

HhaXdo you as a family talk about while you are watching TV? 



Oo you and/or other members of your family often do anything other than talk 
while watching TV? (Mark as many as apply.) 



Read 



_Play games 



Sleep 



Eat 



Do handwork 



Household chores 



personal Grooming (self or others) 
Other (What?) ■ 



How many hours did your family watch TV yesterday?_ 

How many hours does your family watch TV on an average Saturday or Sunday? 

Saturday ; 

Sunday ! 

How many hours does your family watch TV on an average weekday?_: — 



The following 1s a 11st of commercial prime-time network shows of the current 
season. Please check off the shows voir as a family try to watch together 
whenever they are broadcast. 



MONDAY 

T hree's a Crowd (each weeknlght) 
~ T1c Tac Dough (each weeknlght) 

~"""H of lywood. Squares 
240 Robert 

Little House on the Prarte 

~~~}j*A*S*H 

H JFL Monday Night Football- 

H WRP 1n Cincinnati 
L ou Grant 

TUESDAY 

T he NewlyweU Game 

Sha Na Na 

California Fever 

"H appy Days 

T he Adventures of Sheriff Lobo 

Angle 

T hree's Company 
T axi 

CBS Tuesday Night Movie 



WEDNESDAY 

T he Best of Saturday Night Live 
Family Feud 

E ight 1s Enough 

Real People 

Charlie's Anaete 

Dlff'rent Strokes 

Hello Larry 

V egas 

From Here jto Eternity 

C BS Wednesday Night Movie 

THURSDAY 

$1 0Q ,000 Name. That Tune 

T he Waltons 

L ave me & Shirley 

b uck Rogers In.the 25th Century 

B arnaby Jones 

B enson 1 v 
Qulncy 

Kate Loves a Mystery 
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FRIDAY 

P H Maqazlne 

t he Incredible Hulk 
' D lff rent Strokes 

D ukes of Hazzard 
-~to ckford Files 

b all as 

E lschied 

. SATURDAY 

ge e Haw 

T he Muppets 

Wo rking S\|ffs 

t he Ropers 
" tHIPS 

/T he Bad News Bears 
/D etective School 
HH q Shamus, Little Shamus 

T he Love Boat 

B J & the Bear 

P aris 

h art to Hart 

A Man Called Sloan 



SUNDAY 

A New Kind of Family 
Sixty Minutes 

O ut of the Blue 
Disney's Wonderful World 

A rchie Bunker's' Place 
" ~M ork & M1ndy 
One Day at a Time 

Alice 
"""""t he Jeffersons 

t rapper John, M.D. 

P rimetime Sunday 

ABC Sunday Night Movie 



others (what?). 



Please mark your category below: 

Both husband and wife completed -.questionnaire. 

W ife completed questionnaire. 
_Husband completed questionnaire. 



_Another household member completed the questionnaire. (First name?). 



INTERVIEW 

NflMF • DATE!. 



1. What are your main reasons for watching television? 



2. What shows do you make an effort to watch regularly? 



3. What do you like about these shows? 



4. Are there any shows you particularly dislike? If so, what do you dislike about 
them? 



5. What shows do your children watch regularly? What do you think the children 
like about these shows? 



6. What do vou as a family talk about ^hile watching TV? 



7. What other things, 1f any do -you do while watching TV? For Instance, do you 
read, eat, talk? *. 



8. What kind of difference, 1f any, do you think 1t would make 1n your family's 
life .If you did not have a TV? 



9. If you were 1n charge of all television programming, what would you change? 
Why? 



10. Is your television always on 1n the afternoon? 



11. Is your television always on during dinner? 



12. Is your television always on during the evening? 



.GENERAL COMMENTS: 



* * 
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K 

IN6 



PROGRAM 



CARD # 



1 



WHO 

SPOKE 

FIRST 



TO 

WHOM 



WHO 

ELSE 

SPOKE 



WHO 
+ OR 
TALK 



TOPIC 
OF 
TALK 



TALK CONTENT 
(IF PROGRAM OR 
COMMERCIAL) 



Imer. 

|GRAM 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 



H 

W 

CI 

C2 

C3 

C4 

01 

02 



H 

W 

CI 

C2 

C3 

Cm 

01 

02 



H 

W 

CI 

C2 

C3 

C4 

01 

02 



H 

W 

C3___ 
C4_ 
01_ 
02_ 



Program 

Commercial 

Other 



Eval . of Program, + 
Eval . of Comm. , + 



Eval. of Program, 
Eval . of Comm. , - 



Explanation of Content^ 

Quest1ons/Response_ 

Other 



/. 



TALK OBSERVATIONS 
PROGRAM 



CARS # 



TOPIC 
OF 
TALK 



K 

IRING 



WHO 

SPOKE 

FIRST 



TO 

WHOM 



WHO 

ELSE 

SPOKE 



WHO 
+ OR 
TALK 



TALK CONTENT 
(IF PROGRAM OR 
COMMERCIAL) 



ER. 

|gram 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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H 

W 

CI 

C2 

C3 

C4 

01 

02 



H 

W 

CI 

C2 

C3 

C4 

01 

02 



H 
W 

ei 

C2 
C3 
C4 
01 
02 



H 

W 

Cl_ 
C2_j_ 
C3_ 
C4__ 
01__ 
02 



Program 

Commercial 
Other 



Eval . of Program, +_ 
••eval . of Comm. , + 



Eval. of Program, - 
Eval . of Comm. ,- 



Explanation of Content_ 

Questions/Response 

Others 
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AUDIOTAPE AND VIDEOTAPE 



UBJECT PHASE AND CODE NUMBER: 



ATE OF TAPE: 
TYPE: AUDI O-l, VIDE0*2 

I ME: (0 at beginning of TV on) 
Start of talk , Stop of talk 
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DURATION OF TALK 
PROGRAM . JJTH|R_ 



X 



PHONE INTERVIEW 



ATE: 



TIME: 



NAME OF RESPONDENT: 



. What is on TV? 



2. Who ,1s watching at least part of the program?_ 



3. What else is going on?_ 
H 



W 



CI 



C2 



C3 



— - — 



C4_ 

01. 
02 



4. What was the last thing sajd by^ any family member who is watching television? 
Program Related • ' * I , .Other 
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"ftsSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE 
PAGE 5 • ■ ' jjk 

'J.E FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE - 24 JUL 81) ' 
«*^IM - ROOM WHERE TV IS WATCHED MOST OFTEN 



I 

CATEGORY LABEL 

I 

LIVING ROON 

.•JDROOM 

nITCHEN 

I 



24 JUL 81 10.50.23. 



CODE • 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ/ 
• (PCT) 


8 


Z 


A ft 
, 0.0 


1 ft 

o • o 


3 8 


1 


.18 


* 34.0 


34.0 


37.7 


2 


29 


54.7 


. 54.7 


92.5 


'3 


2 


3.8 


3.8 


96.2 


■ .4 


2 


3.8, 


3.8 ' 


100.0^ 


TOTAL 


S3 


100.0 


" 100.0 





Ian 

tBde .. 

JRTOSIS 
NIMUM 
V. PCT 



IF 
\ 

j|LID CASES 

I ■ 
I 
I 
I 

i 

» 

i 
I 



1.698 
2.000 
1.807 
0 

45.593 



53 



STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 

MISSING CASES 




MEDIAN 

VARIANCE 

RANGE 

SUM - 
• TO 



1.724 
.599 
4.000 
90.000 
1.912 



fSSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE 
AGE 6 

' |E FAMTVFl (CREATION DATE = 24 JUL 81) 
g LIKELY TO BE VIEWING TV ON SUNDAY NIGHT 



24 JUL 81 



Jctegory label 


CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ . 
(PCT) 


.CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


1 


0 


29 , 


54.7 


54.7 


54.7 


YES 


1 


24 


45.3 


45.3 


100.0 


1 


TOTAL 


53 


100.0 


100.0 





5*N 
DE 

PTOSIS 
J I MUM 

pa 



.453 
0 

-2; 040 
0 

110.976 



,,ob 
km 

1 

'J. ID CASES 53 

; t ..... 



STD ERR .069 

STD DEV .-503 

SKEWNESS .195 

MAXIMUM 1.000 

.95 C.I. .314 

MISSING CASES 0 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

. TO 



.414 
.253 
1.000 
24.000 
.591 



10.50.23. 

\ 



PSSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND, TV; QUESTIONNAIRE 
PAGE 7 ' 

' J.E FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE ■ 24 JUL 8i) 

.'•l LIKELY TO BE VIEWING TV ON MONDAY NIGHT 



24 JUL 81 10.50.23. 



1 

CATEGORY LABEL - 


CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
t FREQ 


RELATIVE • 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


i 


0 


35 


66.0 


66.0 


66.0 




1 


18 


34.0 


34.0 


100.0 


f 


TOTAL 


53 


100.0 


100.0 





Ian 

,iode 

1RT0SIS 
NIMUM 

;.v. pa 

J[lTD CASES 

( 

,1 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



.340 STD ERR .066 

0 STD DEV ; .478 

-1.575 SKEWNESSt .697 

0 MAXIMUM 1.000 

140.778 .95 C.I. .208 

53 MISSING CASES' 0 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



.257 
.229 
1.000 
18.000 
.471 



3 

iERIC 



5 t > 



AsSTABS ON FAMILY. LIFE ANO TV; QUESTIONNAIRE 
™AGE 8 

Be FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE 3 24 JUL 81) 
*JS LIKELY TO BE VIEWING TV ON TUESDAY NIGHT 

I 

wATEGORY LABEL 

I 

Y^ 

1 

.100 

I 

•|_ID CASES 



\N 
• 10DE 
RTOSIS 
IIMUM 
PCT 



.264 
0 

-.819 
0 

168.502 



CODE 
0 
1 

TOTAL 



STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 



ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
'FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
, FREQ 
(PCT) 


39 


73.6 


73.6 


73.6 


14 


26.4 


26.4 


100.0 


53 


100. 0 


100.0 





.061 
.445 
1.101 
1.000 
.141 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



.179 
.198 
1.000 
14.000 
.387 



53 



MISSING CASES 



|>SSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE 
PAGE 9 



I 

t 



FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE » 24 JUL- 81) 
' LIKELY TO BE VIEWING TV ON WED NIGHT 



I 

CATEGORY LABEL 



I 



Ian 

rlODE 

fTOSIS 
IMUM 

;.v. pa 



CASES 



.226 
0 

-.198 
0 

186.611 
53 



24 JUL 81 10.50.23, 







RELATIVE 


ADJUSTED 


CUM 


ABSOLUTE 


corn 


r KHJ 


FRFfl 

r l\u y 


CODE FREQ 








0 


41 


77.4 


77 A 


77 A 


1 


12 


22.6 


22.6 


100.0 


TOTAL 


53 


100.0 


100.0 




STD ERR 




.058 


MEDIAN 


.146' 


STD DEV 




.423 


VARIANCE 


.179 


SKEWNESS 




1.346 


RANGE 


1.000 


MAXIMUM 




1.000 


SUM 


12.000 


.95 C.I. 




.110 


TO 


.343 


MISSING jCASES 


0 







■SSTABS. ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE 
"AGE 10 

t 

r 



24 JUL 81 10.50.23.- 



FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE ■ 24 JUL 81) 



LIKELY TO BE VIEWING TV ON THURSDAY NIGH 



I 



CATEGORY LABEL 

I 

YE 



1 



L 

MOOE 

PTOSIS 

II MUM 
PCT 



0 • » 

|.ID CASES 

| 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



.358 
0 

-1.696 
0 

135.051 
53 







RELATIVE 


ADJUSTED 


CUM 


ABSOLUTE 


FREQ > 


FREQ 


FREQ 


CODE FREQ 


(PCT) 


(PCT) 


.(PCT) 


/: 


34 


. { v. 

64.2 


64.2 


64.2 




19 


35.8 


35.8 


100.0 


TOTAL 


53 


100.0 


. 100.0 




STD ERR 




.067 


MEDIAN 


.279 


STD DEV 




.484 


VARIANCE 


.234 


SKEWNESS 




.607 


RANGE 


1.000 


MAXIMUM 




1.000 


SUM 


19.000 


.95 C.I. 




.225 


TO 


.492 



MISSING CASES 




IUUIJIU UN mm m An6 tv ; questionnaire 

I 



'AGE 11 

C ".E FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE • 24 OUL -81) 

LIKELY TO BE VIEWING TV ON FRIDAY NIGHT 



EGORY LABEL 



I 

I 

I 
1 

tES 

I 

l 

l\N 

WE 

1 

\j^ID CASES 

t 



TOSIS 
I MUM 

. pa 



.208 
0 

.211 
0 

197.272 
53 



CODE 
0 
1 

TOTAL 



ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 

42 

11 

53 



RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

79.2 

20.8 

100.0 



ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

79.2 

20.8 

100.0 



STD ERR .056 MEDIAN 

STD DEV .409 VARIANCE 

SKEWNESS 1.485 RANGE 

MAXIMUM 1.000 SUM 

.95 C.I. ,095 TO 

MISSING CASES - 0 



CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

79.2 

100.0 



« 

.131 
.168 
1.000 
11.000 
.320 



I 

I 
t 



STABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV;. QUESTIONNAIRE 
AGE 12 



FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE - 24 JUL 81) 
LZKELY TO BE VIEWING TV ON SAT NIGHT 



I 

CATEGORY LABEL 

I 

Yj^ 

I 

400E 

: 

:.v 

1. ID CASES 



MODE 
ITOSIS 
IIMUM 
CTV. PCT 



.226 
0 

-.198 
0 

186.611 
53 



24 JUL 81 , 10.50.23. 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 


41 


77.4 


77.4 


77.4 


' 1 


12 


22.6 


22.6 


100.0 


TOTAL 


53 


100.0 


100.0 




STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 


.058 
.423 
1.346 
1.000 
.110 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


.146 
.179 
1.000 
12.000 
.343 


MISSING 


CASES 


0 ' 







9 

ERIC 



loSSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE ANO TV; QUESTIONNAIRE 
PAGE 13 

§LE FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE » 24 JUL 81) 
JrERT DESCRIBE FAMILY TV VIEWING AN ENTERTAIN I 



CATEGORY LABEL 


ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 






0 


8 


15.1 


15.1 


15.1 


•jgs 




1 

TOTAL 


45 ' 
53 


84.9 
100.0 


84.9 
100.0 


100.0 


Ian 

MODE 

flRTOSIS 

Snimum 

C.V. PCT 


.849 
1.000 
2.108 
0 

42.567 


STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 


.050 
.361 
•2.007 
1.000 
.749 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


f 

.911 
.131 
1.000 
45.000 " 
.949 


' |lID CASES 


53 


MISSING 


CASES 


0 







4 



STABS Off FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE 
PAGE 14 ' 



I 



FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE ■ 24 JUL 81) 
DESCRIBE FAMILY TV VIEWING AS BORING 



I 



!AN 

SDE 
RTOSIS 
NIMUM 

c.v. pa 



llD CASES 

I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

ERIC 



.245 
0 

-.536 

0, 

177.090 
53 



STD ERR .060 

STD DEV- .434 

SKEWNESS 1.219 

MAXIMUM 1.000 

.95 C.I. .126 

MISSING CASES 0 



MEDIAN 

VARIANCE 

RANGE 

-SUM 

TO 



o'o 



24 JUL 81 10.50.23. 



1 

CATEGORY LABEL 


CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
> FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 

(pa) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


1 


0 


40 ' 


75.5 


75.5 


75.5 


f 


1 


13 


24.5 


24.5 


■r loo.o 




TOTAL 


53 


100.0 


100.0 





.163 
.189 
1.000 
13.000 
.365 



\ 



I 



OSSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE 
PAGE 15 • , 

JLE FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE - 24 JUL 81) 
LAX DESCRIBE FAMILY TV VIEWING AS RELAXING 



24 JUL 81 1C 



I 

CATEGORY LABEL 

I 

V£S J 



1 



|an 

MODE 

PRTOSIS 
NIMUM 
v. pa 

'JlID CASES 

i 
I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 



0 
1 



20 
*33 



RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

37^7 

62.3 



ADJUSTED 
iFREQ 
\PCT) 

37.7 

62.3 



JCUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

37.7 

100.0 







TOTAL 53 


100.0 


100.0 






.623 


STD ERR 


.067 


MEDIAN 


.697 


1 


.000 


STD DEV 


.489 


VARIANCE 


.239 


-1 


.798 


SKEWNESS 


-.521 


RANGE 


1.000 




4 0 


MAXIMUM 


1.000 


SUM 


33.000 


78 


.595 


.95 C»I. 


,.488-. 


TO 


.758 




53 


MISSING CASES 


0 







1 

I 
i. 
i 

1 
t 

! 

ffNI 



ISSTABS ON" FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE 
AGE 16 



24 JUL 81 10.50.23. 



FAMTVF1. (QREATLON DATE = 24 JUL 81) 

DESCRIBE FAMILY TV VIEWING AS WASTE OF T 



EGORY LABEL 



:AN 

TOSIS 
IMUM 

v. pa 



ID CASES 



* .415 
0 

-JL .949 
- 0 
119.841 

53 



STD ERR .068 MEDIAN 

STD DEV .497 VARIANCE 

SKEWNESS .355 RANGE 

MAXIMUM 1.000 SUM 

.95 C.I. .278 TO 

MISSING CASES ,0 



CODE 


-ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED - 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
, (PCT) 


0 


31 


58.5 


58.5 


58.5 


1 


22 


41.5 


41.5 ' 


100.0 


TOTAL 


53 


100.0 


100.0 





.355 
.247 
1.000 
22.000 
.552 



ERIC 



K&STABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV j QUESTIONNAIRE , 
PAGE " 17 

'|.E FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE -= 24 JUL 81) . 
'|lM DESCRIBE FAMILY TV VIEWING AS STIMULATING 

I 

CATEGORY. LABEL 

I 

f 

I 



CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
, FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 

( pCT ). 


0 


36 


67.9 


9 67.9 


.1 


17 


32.1 


. 32.1 


TOTAL 


. 53 . 


100.0 


100.0 



"AN 

MODE . 
■RTOSIS 

Inimum 

C.V. PCT 



.321 
0 

-1.430 
, 0 
146.914 

'"53 




* |lid CASES 

i - 

J. ... . 

i • " • . • 

i .- ; 
I 



STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM w 
.95 C.I. 

MISSING CASES 



' .065 
.471 
.791 
1.000 
.191 



MEDIAN- 
VARIANCE 
RANGE « 
SUM 

TO 



1 CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

* 67.9, 

100.0 



.236 
.222 
1.000 
17.000 
! .451 



Pan 

mode 

IRTOSIS 
INIMUM 

u'.v. pa 



.208 

~ % 0 
.211 
0 

197.272 
53 



i)SSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE 
PAGE 18 ; . ' ■; 

' |.E FAMTVF1 CREATION DATE = 24 JIR- 81) \ 
|lML V DESCRIBE FAMILY, TV VIEWING AS HARMLESS 

I 

CATEGORY LABEL' 

I 

t 

MOC 

|lID CASES 

I - - 
I 

i x 
I 

■ 
I 

I 
I 

* 

I 



24 JUL 81 10.50,23. 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 

FREQ 
. "(PCT) 


CUM ' v 
FREQ 
, (PCT) 


0 42 


79.2 


79.2 ' 


79.2 


': l n 


20.8 


20.8 


I'oo.o 


TOTAL / 53 


100.0 , 


100.0 




STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 


.056 

.409 
1.485 
1.000 , 

.095 


MEDIAN 

VARIANCE 

RANGE 

SUM * 

TO 


* 

.131 ' 
.168 ' 
UOOO " 
11.000 '.. 
.320 


MISSING CASES 


0 - 


<* 





lis 



ISSTABS ON. FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE 
PAGE 19 



FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE ,■■ 24 JUL 81) 



H 



I 

category Label 

I 



DESCRIBE FAMILY TV VIEWING AS WORTHWILE 

. V V, ; . RELATIVE . ADJUSTED 



f 

m 

MODE 
,*T( 



, CODE 

■ . ,* 


ABSOLUTE * 
FREQ 


* FREQ 
(•PCT) 


FREQ 
(PCT) 


*\ 0 


32 


60.4 


60.4, 


. ". ** i 




39.6. 


. 39.6 


TOTAL 


53 


100.0 


106*0 



PTOSIS 
1 1 MUM 
t.V. PCT 

t 



I'D CASES 



.396* 


, STD err 


,068 


MEDIAN 


.0 


STD, DEV 


.494 


VARIANCE- 


-1.882 


SKEWNES5* 


.437 


RANGE 


0 


MAXIMUM 


1.000 


SUM 


124.624 


- .95 C.I. 


.260 


TO 


53 


MISSING CASES 


h . 





CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

60. 4~ 

100.0 



,328 
.244 
llOOO 
21.000 
.532 



1)SSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE 
PAGE 20 

|.E FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE 3 24 JUL 81) 



OESCRIBE FAMILY TV VIEWING AS NECESSARY 



24 JUL 81 10.50.23. 



I 

CATEGORY LABEL 

i 



I 



Ian 

mode 

.igRTQSIS 

Inimum 

u.V. PCT 



I 

I 
I 

I 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 



LID CASES 



.019 
0 

53.000 
0 

728.011 
53 



CODE 
0 
1 

TOTAL 



ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 

52 

1 

53 



RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

98.1 

1.9 

100.0 



ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

98.1 

1.9 

100.0 



STD ERR .019 . MEDIAN 

STD DEV .137 VARIANCE 

SKEWNESS 7.280 RANGE 
MAXIMUM 1.000 SUM 

.95 C.I. -.019 TO 

MISSING CASES* 0 



CUM 
FREQ' 
(PCT) 

98.1 

100.0 



.010 
.019 
1.000 
1.000 
.057 



1)5 



iSSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE 
>AGE 21 



.E FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE »• 24 JUL 81) - 
%W DESCRIBE FAMILY TV VIEWING AS HARMFUL 



1 

I 
f 

I 



JEGORY LABEL 



CAN 

fDE 
RTOSIS 
NIMUM 
CJ. PCT 



iLID" CASES 



i 
I 

i 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

» 

I 
I 



.208 
0 

.211 
0 

197.272 
53 



24 JUL 81 10.50.23. 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


.CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 


42 


79.2 


79.2 


79.2 


1 


11 


?n ft 


20 8 


- 100.0 


TOTAL 


53 


' -100.0 


100.0 . 




STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 




.056 
.409 
1.485 
1.000 
.095 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


.131 
.168 
1.000 
11.000 
.320 


MISSING CASES 


0 







1>SSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE 
PAGE 22 

Ie FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE =» 24 JUL 81) 

w r , - 

JjS DESCRIBE FAMILY TV VIEWING AS AMUSING 



24 JUL 81 10.50.23. 



Ian 

MODE 

IITOSIS 
NIMUM 
u.V. PCT 



ID CASES 



I 

CATEGORY LABEL 

I 

f 
I 

MO 

fR 
N 

u.V 

I 

I 
I 

I 

t 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 



9 

ERIC 



1 ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 



0 
1 

TOTAL 



31 
22 
53 



RELATIVE 
FREQ 
>CT) 

58.5 

41.5 

100.0 



. .415 


STD ERR 


.,068 


0 


STD DEV 


.497 


-1.949 


SKEWNESS 


.355 


0 


, MAXIMUM 


1.000 


119.841 


.95 C.I. 


.278 


53 


MISSING CASES 


0 



ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

58.5 

41.5 

100.0 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE N 
SUM 

TO 



CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

58.5 

100.0 



.355 
.247 
1.000 
2*2.000 
■ .552 



hi 



SSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE 
PAGE 23 



l)SS 

P/ 

I 
I 



FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE - 24 JUL 81) 
QESCRIBE FAMILY TV VIEWING AS STUPID 



TEGORY LABEL 




ID CASES 



.189 
0 

.709, 
0 

209.349 
53 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 


RELATIVE 
i FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 

. JPCT) 


0 


43 


81.1 


81.1 


81.1 


1 


10 


18.9 


18.9 


100.0 


TOTAL 


53 


100.0 


100.0 




STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 


.054 
.395 
1.638 
1.000 
.080 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


.116 
.156 j 
1.000 i 
10.000 
.298 


MISSING 


CASES 


0 







>+1 



■JSSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE 
PAGE 24 

|.E FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE - 24 JUL 81) 
'.J.FL DESCRIBE FAMILY TV VIEWING AS FULFILLING 

I 

CATEGORY LABEL 

i 

f 



24 JUL 81 10.50.23. 



Ian 

MODE 

fTOSIS 
IMUM 

i.v. pa 



.ID CASES 



.094 
0 

6. -404 
0 

312.804 
53. 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE .FREQ 


RELATIVE, ADJUSTED, 
FREQ FREQ 
(PCT) (PCT). 


CUM 
FREQ 

(P.CT) 


0 48 


90.6 


90.6 


90.6 


1 5 


9.4 


9.4 


1 100.0 


TOTAL -'53 


100.0 


100.0 

» 




STD ERR' 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 


.041 

.295 
2.857 . 
1.000 

.013 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


.052 
.087 
1.000 
5.000 
.176 


"MISSING CASES 


0 







ERLC 



"OSSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE 
>A6E 25 , 

FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE = 24 JUL 81) 
TV IS ON MOST OF THE AFTNERNOON 



I 

I 
I 

1 

1 
I 



JEGORY LABEL 



IE AN 

«OE 
RTOSIS 
NIMUM 
.V. PCT 



I 
I 
I 

I 

J 

I 

* m 

I 

t 

I 

* ' 

I 
I 



ID CASES 



.170 
0 

1.326 
0 

223.224 
53 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 



0 
1 

TOTAL 



STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM ' 
.95 C.I. 



44 
9 

53 



RELATIVE 
FRE0 
(PCT) 

83.0 

17.0 



ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

83.0 

17.0 



MISSING CASES 



24 JUL 81 10.50.23 



CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

83.0 

100.0 



100.0 


100. 0 




.052 


MEDIAN 


.102 


.379 


VARIANCE 


.144 


1.810 


RANGE 


1.000 


1.000 : 


SUM • 


9.000 


.065 


TO 


.274 



ERIC 



it 



Is 



STABS ON FAMILY LIFE ANO TV; QUESTIONNAIRE 
PAGE 26 



24 JUL 81 10.50.23. 



I 



FAMTVFl (CREATION OATE - 24 JUL 81) 
TELEVISION IS USUALLY ON DURING DINNER 



I 

CATEGORY LABEL 

I 

f 
I 



■AN 

MODE 

1RT0SIS 
NIMUM 
o.V. PCT 



§LID CASES 

I 
I 

I 

I 
I 

I 

I 

I 

I 



ERIC 



.321 
0 

-1.430 
0 

146.914 
53 



CODE 
0 
1 

TOTAL 



STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.'95 C.I. 



ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


36 


67.9 


67.9 


•67.9 


17 


» 

32.1 


32.1 


100.0 


53 


100.0 


100.0 





.065 
.471 
.791 
1.000 
.191 



MISSING CASES 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



.236 
.222 
1.000 
17.000 
.451 



Ik 



STABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE 
PAGE 27 9 



I 

h 
I 

■I 
1 



FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE = 24 JUL 81) 

TELEVISION IS ON MOST OF THE EVENINS^ 



TEGORY LABEL 



•AN' • 
MODE 

, MITOSIS 

• Inimum 

u.V. PCT 



LID CASES 



.642 
1.000 
-1.696 
0 

75.470 
53 



24 JUL 81 10.50.23. 







RPLATTVF 

l\uLn 1 lit 


ADJUSTED 


CUM 


ABSOLUTE 


PRrn 




FREO 


CODE FREQ 


fpn\ 
\r\,l ) 




( PCT) 


0 


19 


35.8 


35.8 


35.8 


. 1 


34 


64.2 


64.2 


100.0 


TOTAL s 


53 


100.0 


100.0 




STD ERR 


it 


.067 


MEDIAN 


.721 


STD DEV 




.484 


VARIANCE 


.234 


SKEWNESS 




-.607 


RANGE 


1.000 


MAXIMUM 




1.000 


SUM 


34.000 


.95 C.I. 




.508 


TO 


.775 

* - 


MISSING CASES 


0 







/ 



ERIC 



1)SSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE ' 
PAGE 28 

Ie FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE - 24 JUL 81) 
• iSYST HOURS FAMILY WATCHED TELEVISION YESTERDA 



JEGORY LABEL 



I 

I 1 

I 
I 
I 
I 

\ 
I 

i 

f 

Inimum 

,:*.v. PCT 

1 



AN 

IDE. ' - 
IRTOSIS, 



\d CASES 



I 
I 
I 
I 



2.811 
2.000 
1.252 
0 

83.437. 
53 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE^ FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
. (PCT) 


• CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


1 0 


8 


.15.1 


, 15.1 


15.1 


1 


: 6« 


11.3 


11.3 ; < 


\ 26.4 


•9 ■ 

2l. 


18 


. '34.0 " 


34.0" 


60.4 


•J 


5 . 


9.4 


9.4 


69.8 


4 


"4 


7.5 


7.5 


-77.4 


: -5 


.7 






90 6 


7 


2 


- 3,'8 


• 3.8 


94.3' 


8 


1 


l.$ 




96.2 


9 


1 


1.9 


1.9 


98.1 


10 


1 


1;9 


1.9 


100.0 


TOTAL 


53 


100.0 


100.0 




STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 


,322 
2.346 
1.165 
10.000 
2.165 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

\ TO 


2.194 
5.502 
10.000 
149.000 
3.458 


MISSING 


CASES 


0 







24 JUL 81 10.50.23. 



er|c 



I)s; 

i 
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LE FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE - 24 JIJL/&U 
IsAT HOURS FAMILY WATCHED TV ON AVERAGE SATUR 



I 

CjT 



EGORY LABEL 



4 



CODE 


ABSOLUTE ' 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 


6 


11.3 


11.3 


11.3 


l' 


2 


3.8 


3.8 


15.1 


2 
3 


9 
4 


17.0 > 
7.5 


* 17.0 
7.5 


32.1 


4 


9 


17.0 


i/:o 


56.6 


5 


.8 


15.1 


■ 15.1 


71.7 


6 


5 


9;4 


• 9.4 


81.1 


.7 


4 


7.5 


7.5 


88.7 


8 


3 


5.7 


5.7 


94.3 




2. 


3.8 


< 3.8 


98.1 


12 


1 


1.9 


1.9 


100.0 


TOTAL 


53 


100.0' 


100-.0 





Ian 


4.151 


STD ERR 


.371 


Ide 


2.000 


STD DEV 


2.699 


URTOSIS 


' .099 


SKEWNESS . 


.431 


INIMUM 


0 


MAXIMUM 


12.000- 


■V, PCT 


65.021 


.95 C.I. 


3.407 v 


1LID CASES 


53 


MISSING CASES 


0 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



t 



4.111 
7.284 
. 12.000 
220.000 
4.895 



24 JUL 81 10.50.23. 



s 



ERIC 



8 



1 
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I.E -FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE - 24 JUL 81) 



5SUN. "HOURS FAMILY WATCHED TV ON AVERAGE SUNDA 



I 

CATEGORY LABEL 

I 
t 
I 
I 

4 

J 

I 

I 

I 

Van 

•,-IOOE 

fRTOSIS. 
NIMUM 

, :.v. pct 

§LID CASES 

I 
I 
I 



3.642 
2.000 
-.414 
0 

62.828 
53 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ . 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 


3 


5.7 


5.7 


5.7 


1 


4 


7.5 


7.5 


13.2 


2 


13 


24.5 


24.5 


37.7 


3 


11 


20.8 


20.8 


58.5 


4 


5 


9.4 


9.4 


67.9 


5 


5 


Q A 




77 4 


6 


5 


9.4 


9.4 


86.8 


7 


2 


3.8 


3.8 


90.6 


8 

* 


4 


~7 5 


7 . 5 


98.1 


» 9 


1 


1.9- 


1.9 


100.0 


TOTAL 


53 


100.0 


100.0 




STD ERR 
STD DEV. 
SXEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 




.314 
2.288 

.601 
9.000 
3.. Oil 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
.RANGE 
SUM' 

TO 


3.091 
5.234 
9.000 
193. OpO 
4.272 



MISSING CASES 



EsSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV;/ QUESTIONNAIRE * , 
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" e FAMTVF.L (CREATION, DATE, = 24 JUL 81) * 
IwKDA HOURS FAMILY WATCHES TV OJ AVERAGE WEEKD 



I 

1 



JEGORY LABEL 



■V 



I 
I 
I 
I 

i 

I 

1 

I 

! 



AN 
dODE 

■rtosis 

Inimum 

;.v. jpct 



1l 



,ID. GASES 



3.170 
3.000 
, 7.065 
0 

84:319 
53 



CODE' 
0 

1 . 
2 

3.« 
A 

6 

7 

V 13 
14 
TOTAL 



ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 

6 

6 

11 

^ 12 
- 6 
'8 

' ' l' 
1 



53 



RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

11.3 

- 11.3 

1 

,20.8 
22.6 
11.3" 
15.1 
1.9 

1.9 

ti.'g 

v 100.0 



$TD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS' 
MAXIMUM , 
.95 CJ. 

MISSaiG CASES 



.3( 
2.673 
2.179 
14.000 

" 2; 433 



ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

11.3 

.11.3 

20.8 

22.6 

11.3 

15.1 

1.9 

1.9 

: " 1.9 

1.9 

fbo.o 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

' TO 



CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

11.3 

22.6 

43.4 

66.0 

77.4 

92.5 

94.3 

96.2. 

98.1 

100.0 



2/792: 
7.144 
14.000 
168.000 
3.907 



■v > 
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I 

P 

I 
I 

* 

I 

T 
f 

1 

WnI 

I 



iSSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE 

32 \ . • 

FAMTVF1. (CREATION DATE = 24 JUL 81) 



FAMILY TRIES TO. WATCH NO PARTICULAR PROG 



'AN 

fosis 

rNIMUM 
.V. PCT 



ID- CASES 









RELATIVE 


ADJUSTED 


CUM 




>•'• -ABSOLUTE 


FREQ 


FRtCJ 


r Ktv! 


\BEL 


CODE; 


FREQ 


' (PCT). 


CPCT) 


A PCT) 


/ 


0 


51 


96.2 






i 


, I 


2 


3.8 


■ 3.8 


100.0 




TOTAL 


53 


100.0 


100. o" 




.038 


STD ERR 




.026 


MEDIAN 


.020 


0 


STD DEV 




.192 


VARIANCE 


.037 


23.841 


SKEWNESS 


4.994 


RANGE 


1.000 


0 


MAXIMUM 




1.000 


SUM 


2.000 


509.808 


.95 D.I 




-.015 


TO 


' .09} 


S 53 


MISSING 


CASES 


0 
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Ie FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE =' 24 JUL 81) > 



FAMILY^TRIES TO WATCH A COMEDY PROGRAM 



■ 

CATEGORY LABEL 

I 



■ 



OF, RANGE 



CODE 
0 
1 

TOTAL 



ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 

24 

11 

18 

53 



RELATIVE 
• , FREQ 
(PCT) 

45.3 

, 20.8 

:34.b 

100.0 



VAN, 


'.314 • 


STD ERR 


.080 


IDE ..: 


0 


STD OEV 


.471 


KURTOSIS 


-1.383 


SKEWNESS 


.836 


MINIMUM ■ 


0 


MAXIMUM 


1.000 


|v. PCT . 


149.86.6 


* .95 C.I. 


. .152 


VALID CASES 


• 35 


MISSING CASES 


18 



ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

68.6 

31.4 

MISSING 

100.0 



MEDIAN v 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



CUM 
f REQ 
(PCT) 

68.6 

100.0 



.229 
.222 
1.0,00 
\ 11.000 
N .476 



I)SSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV;. QUESTIONNAIRE 
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I 



FAMTVF 1 ( CREAT I ON DATE =» 24 JUL 81 ) 

. FAMILY TRIES TO WATCH A DRAMATIC. PROGRAM 



I 

CATEGORY LABEL 



I 

Jut 

I 



OF RANGE 



JE-'.. 
Kl/RTOSIS 

«IMUM 
. PCT 



LID CASES 



CODE 


f ■ • . 

ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
- FREQ 
(PCT) 


. ADJUSTED , 

FREQ 
- (PCT) . ' 


. CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 


23 


' 43.4 


71.9 


71.9 


1 


9 


17.0 


^. 28.1 • 


igo :o 




21 


39.6 


MISSING 




TOTAL 


53 


100.0 


100.0 





.281 


STD ERR 


.081 


MEDIAN 


.196 


# o.. 


STD DEV 


.457 . 


VARIANCE 


.209 


-1.025 


SKEWNESS 


1.022' 


RANGE ° 


1.600 


' 0 , 


JVWtlMUM 


1.000 


SUM 


9.000 


162.419 


.95 C.I. 


.117 


TO 


, .446 


32 , 


MISSING CASES 


21 







I 
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|e FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE » 24 JUL 81) 
IeNT FAMlW TRIES TO WATCH, SPECIAL ENTERTAINM 



I 

CATEGORY LABEL 

1 



8w 

fE , 
TOSlS 
IMUM 
C.V. PCT 



' .113 
0 

'4.484 

' '0 
r 282. 559, 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREO. 



. 0 

■ 1 
TOTAL 



STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 



47 
53 



RELATIVE 
. FREQ 
(PCT) 

88.7 

11:3 
ioo.o 



ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

88.7 

11.3 

100.0 



.044 
.320 
21513 
1.000 
.025 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

88.7 

100.0 



- . 064 
.102 
1.000 
6.000 
.201 



.ID CASES 



53 



MISSING CASES 
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£e FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE - 24 JUL 81) 

Jdra family tries to watch special drama prog 



24 JUL 81 10.50.23. 



I 

CATEGORY LABEL 

1 

f ' 

MODI 

I 

c.v 

|lid cases 



\N 
MODE - 
ITOSIS 
1 1 MUM 
C.V. PCT 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 



RELATIVE ADJUSTED 
FREQ FREQ 



- 0 
1 

TOTAL 



42 

» 

11 
53 



(PCT) 
79.2 - 
20.8 
100.0 



(PCT) 
79.2 
20.8 
100.0 



\ 




f 




.208 


STD ERR 


.056 


MEDJAN 


0 


STD DEV 


.409 


VARIANCE 




SKEWNESS 


1.485 


, RANGE ' 


0 


MAXIMUM 


1.000 


SUM 


19/. 272 


.95 C.I. 


..095 


TO 


53 


MISSING CASES 


0 





f CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

79.2 

100,0 



.131" 
.168 
1.000 
11.000 
.320 



STABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE 

AGE . (37 \ 

E F^MTVFl (CREATION DATfc ■' 24 JUL, 81) 
FAMILY TRIES TO WATCfH'NEWS SPECIALS 



egory Label, 



i 

• Knew 

I 

I 

f 

JUT OF RANGE 

I 

IoDE 

I 

\|LIO CASES 



- 24 JUL 81 10.50.23. 



PTOSIS 
IIMUM 
PCT 



.231 
0 

-.280 
0 

184.355 
52 



CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
• FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ - 
(PCT) " 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ , 
(PCT) 


CUM 
, FREQ 
(PCT) 


, 0 


40 


75.5 


76.9 


76.9 


>' 1 


12 • 


. 22.6 


23.1 


100.0 




1 


1.9 - 


MISSING 




TOTAL 


. 53 


100.0 , 


100.0 





STD ERR 


.059 


MEDIAN 


.150 


STD DEV 


.425 


VARIANCE 


.181 


SKEWNESS 


1.316 


RANGE 


1.000 


MAXIMUM 


1.000 


SUM 


12.000 


.95 C.L. . 


.112 


TO 


.349 


MISSING CASES 


1 







A 



ERIC 



8 j 
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J.E FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE » 24 JUL 81) 
Jechl FAMILY TRIES TO WATCH CHILDRENS SPECIALS 



24 JUL 81 10.50.23. 



I 

CATEGORY LABEL 

I 

^3 



Ian 

MODE 

1RT0SIS 
NIMUM 

CiV. PCT 

: §LID CASES, 

51..... 

I 
I 
I 

■ 

I 

I 

I 
I 

ERIC 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 



RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 






0 


42 


79.2 


79.2 




1 


11 


20.8 


20.8 




TOTAL 


53 


100.0 


• 100. 0 


.208 


STD ERR 




.056 


MEDIAN 


0 


STD DEV 




.409 


VARIANCE 


- .211 


SKEWNESS 




1.485 


RANGE ' 


0 


MAXIMUM 




1.000 


SUM 


197.272 


.95 C.I. 




.095 


TO 


53 


MISSING 


CASES 


0 





ADJUSTED 

FREQ-oA FRE Q 
(PCT) ^HPCT) 

79.2 
100.0 



.131 
.168 
1.000 
11.000 
.320 



/ 



STABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE 
AGE 39 

FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE - 24 JUL 81) 
FAMILY TRIES TO WATCH A PBS PROGRAM 



B)s 

1 
I 
I 

•I 
I s 

OUT OF RANGE 

I 



JEGORY LABEL 



tAN 
OE 

JRTOSIS 
NIMUM 
..v. pa 



Ii 

0 t 

JlLID CASES 



.078 
0 

8.789 
0 

346.194 
51 



CODE 
0 
1 

TOTAL 



STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 



ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 



RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 




ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

92.2 

7.8 

MISSING 

100.0 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



1 



MISSING CASES 



CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

92.2 

100.0 



.043 
.074 
1.000 
4.000 
.155 



24 JUL 81 10.50.23. 



• 7 
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' |e FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE - 24 JUL 81) 
' JlE ' FAMILY TRIES TO WATCH MOVIES ONTV 

• • • \v« 

I 

CATEGORY LABEL 

1 
1 

m 



'24 JUL 81 10.50.23. 



OF RANGE 



CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ, 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
. (PCT) 


0 


41 . 


77 .'4 . 


80.4 


80.4 
* 100.0 


1 


10 


18.9 


19.6 




2 


3.8 


MISSING 




TOTAL 


53 


100.0 


100.0 





KURTOSIS 

flMUM 
. PCT 



i 



it 



ID CASES 



.196 
. 0 
.508 
0 

204.499 
51 



STD ERR * .056 

STD DEV < .401 

SKEWNESS 1.578 

MAXIMUM 1.000 

.95 C.I. .083 

MISSING CASES 2 

\ ■ 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



.122 
.161 
1.000 
10.000 
.309 



erJc , 
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Ie ' FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE • 24 JUL 81) 

c 

JoVI FAMILY TRIES TO WATCH TV MOVIES 



i 

f 



EGORY LABEL 



I 

OUT OF RANGE 

I 



Ian 

fDE 

I 

i * 

|^ ID CASCS 



JRTOSIS 
1 1 MUM 

pa 



.137 
0 

2.830 
0 

253.208 
51 





relative" ADJUSTEO 


ABSOLVE 


r klvj 


FREO 


mOE FRED 


l^' ) > 




0 44 




86.3 


u , r 




13.7 


1 7 


13.2 


2 


3.8 


MISSING 


TOTAL 53 


100.0 


100.0 


STD ERR 


.049 


MEDIAN 


STD OEV 


.348 


VARIANCE 


SKEWNESS 


2.173 


RANGE 


MAXIMUM 


1.000 


SUM 


.95 C. V I. 


.040 


TO 


MISSING CASES 


1 2 » 





CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

86.3 

100.0 



.080 
.121 
,1.000 
7.000 
.235 



24 JUL 81 



10.50.23. 

V 



/ 



o 

ERIC 



PAGE 42 



ISSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE 
FAMTVF1 .(CREATION DATE » 24 JUL 81)' 
FAMILY TRIES 'TO WATCH AN HBO PROGRAM 




LABEL 



24 JUL 81 10.50.23. 



CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ v 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
- FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 


51 


96.2 


96.2 


96.2 


1 


2 


3.8 


3.8 


100.0 


TOTAL 


53 - 


100.0 


100.0 





Tan 
MflbE. 
•Ptosis 
™imum 

c.v. PCT 



i 



ID CASES 



.038 STD ERR .026 

0 STD DEV .192 

23.841 . SKEWNESS 4.994 

0 MAXIMUM 1.000 

509.808 .95 C.I. -.015 

53 MISSING CASES .0 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM • 
.v TO 



. .020 
.037 
1.0(50 
2.000 
.091 




i 

Is 

i 

* 
t 

MODE 

,Irt 

.TTNI 

I 



STABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE 
AGE 43 

FAMTVF1 (-CREATION DATE » 24 JUL 81) 
FAMILY TRIES TO WATCH A NEWS PROGRAM 



EGORY LABEL 



ITOSIS 
1 1 MUM 

k v. pa 



ILIO CASES 



.245 
0 

-.536 
• 0 
1^7.090 

53 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 



0 
1 

TOTAL 



STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 



40 
13 
53 



RELATIVE 
fREQ 
(PCT) 

75.5 

24.5 

100.0' 



ADJUSTED 
FREQ. 
(PCT) 

73.5 

24.5 ... 

100.0 



.060 
.434 
1.219 
1.000 
.126 



MEDIAN 
•VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

75.5 

100.0 



.163 
.189 
1.000 
13.000 
.365 



24 JUL 81 10.50.23. 



MISSING CASES* 



ERIC 



JOSSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE 
j^AGE 44 



24 JUL 81 H 



I 
I 

1 



E FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE - 2* JUL 81) 
iRT FAMILY TRIES TO WATCH A SPORTS PROGRAM 



iTEGORY LABEL 



t 

OUT OF RANGE 



AN 
10 DE v 
RTOSIS 
NIMUM 

v.- pa 

LID CASES 



.292 
0 

-1.154 

'• . ., 0 
157.488 

48 



* ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 


- - 

RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJU5TEU 
FREQ 

(pct)* 


FREQ 

- (PCT) 


0 


34 ' 


64.2 


70.8 , 


70.8 


l- y 


14 




29.2 


100.0 




5 


9.4 


.MISSING 




TOTAL 


53 


100.0 


100.0 




STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
* .95 C.I. 




.066 
.459 
.947 
1.000 
.158 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


.206 
.211 
1.000 
14.000 
.425 



J *« 



7SING CASES 



I 



"OSSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND" TV; QUESTIONNAIRE 
AGE 45 



E FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE = 24 JUL 81) 
IF IC FAMILY TRIES TO WATCH A NON-FICTION PROG 



iTEGORY LABEL 



■ 

o^t of range 
|an 

10DE 

«RTOSIS 
NIMUM 
t ,.V. PCT 

, Jlid cases 

I 



.381 
0 

-1.831 
0 

129.021 
42 



I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

i 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 


26 


49.1 


61.9 


61.9 


1 


16 


30.2 


38.1 


100.0 




11 


20.8 


MISSING 


• 


TOTAL 


53 


•100.0 


100.0 




STD ERR 
STD DEV. 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 




.076 
.492 
.509 . 
1.000 
.228 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM • 

TO 


.308 
.242 
1.000 
16.000 
.534 


MISSING CASES 


11 


1 






\ 



Y 



24 JUL 81 10.50.23 



0 

ERIC 



9/ 



i 
i 

■ 

I 



DSSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE 
AGE 46 

E FAMTVFl (CREATION DATE = 24 JUL 81) 
IET FAMILY TRIES TO WATCH ^A VARIETY PROGRAM 



iTEGORY LABEL 



OUT OF RANGE 

I 

Ian 

10DE 

VRTOSIS 
NIMUM 
..V. PCT 

I Jud cases 

I 

I 
I 

* 

I 

L 

I 
I 

t 

I 

ERIC 



.160 
. 0 
1.726 
0 

231.455 
50 



CODE 

t 

0 
1 



TOTAL 



ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 

42 

8 

3 

53 



RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

79.2 

15.1 

5.7 

100.0 



STD ERR .052 

STD DEV .370 

SKEWNESS ■ 1.913 

MAXIMUM 1.000 

.95 C.I. .055 

MISSING CASES 3 



ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

84.0 

16.0 

MISSING 

100.0 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



9o 



24 JUL 81 10.50.23. 



CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

84.0 

100.0 



.095 
.137 
1.000 
8.000 
.265 



JbsSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE 
'AGE 47 

FAMTVF1 (CREATION DATE = 24 JUL 81) 

FAMILY TRIES TO WATCH A CHILDRENS TV PRO 



CATEGORY LABEL 



A: 

i 

ilLD 

I 

I 
t 

OUT OF RANGE 

I 

Ian 

.Tode 

fRTOSIS 
NIMUM 
..V. PCT 



Lid cases 



.135 
0 

2.976 
0 

256.020 
52 



I 
I 
I 
I 

i 
i 
i 
i 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 

F*Q 
(PCT) 


0 


45 


84.9 


86.5 


86.5 


1 


7 


13.2 


13.5 


100.0 




1 


1.9 


MISSING 




TOTAL 


53 


100.0 


100.0 




STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 




.048 
.345 
2.205 
1.000 
.039 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


.078 
.119 
LOOO 
7.000' 
.231 


MISSING 


CASES 


1 







JtosSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; QUESTIONNAIRE 
>AGE 48 



E FAMTVF1 (CREATION. DATE = 24 JUL 81) 
WER FAMILY TRIES TO WATCH AN OTHER PROGRAM 

i 



1 



EGORY LABEL 



f 

OUT OF RANGE 

I 



IAN 
DE 

fRTOSIS 
NIMUM 
..V. PCT 



I 
I 
I 
I 

t 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



ILID CASES 



.038 
0 

23.338 
0 

,504.878 
52 



CODE 
0 
1 

TOTAL 



ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 

50 

2 

1 

53 



RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

94/3 

3.8 

1.9 

100.0 



ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

96.2 

3.8 

MISSING 

100.0 



STD ERR .027 . MEDIAN 

STD DEV .194 VARIANCE 

SKEWNESS 4.944 RANGE 
MAXIMUM 1.000 SUM 

.95 C.I. -.016 TO 

MISSING CASES 1 



\ 



24 JUL 81 



10.50.23. 

\ 



CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

96.2 

.100.0 



.020 
.038 
1.000 
2.000 
.093 
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^| r Results of Interview Methodology 
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5STABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW 
'AGE 5 



31 JUL 81. 12.08.-39. 



:AN 
IDE 
ITOSIS 
IIMUM 
L.V. PCT 



CODE 
1 
2 
3 
4 
7 

TOTAL 



!E FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE 
' §1 WHY WATCH TV RANK 1 

I 

CMEGORY LABEL 
llCATIONAL 
• T JORMATION 

tNTERTAINMENT 

Iaxation 

O^ER 

1 

'mODE 

v 

Ilid cases 

I 
I 

f 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



ERIC 



31 JUL 81) 



ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 

■ 1 

1 

13 
3 
2 

20 



RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

5.0 

5.0 

65.0 

15.0 

10.6 

100.0 



3.400 


STD ERR 


.311 


3.000 


STD DEV 


1.392 


3.656 


SKEWNESS 


1.661 


1.000 


MAXIMUM 


7.000 


40.932 


.95 C.I. 


2.749 


20 


MISSING CASES 


0 



ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

5.0 

. 5.0 

65.0 

15.0 

10.0 

100.0 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

5.0 

10.0 

75.0 

90.0 

100.0 



3.115 
1.937 
6.000 
68.000 
4.051 



WSSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW 
IAGE 6 



I 

*0 

I 
I 
I 

CJEGORY LABEL 



'E 

la 



FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE * 31 JUL 81) 
WHY WATCH TV RANK. 2 



cJjCATIONAL 

INFORMATION 
WTERTAINMENT 
FJ.AXATION 

ABYSITTER 

I 



DE 

i.JJRI 

■I! 



\N 

!de 

JRTOSIS 
4IMUM 
f. PCT 



CODE 


no JUL U l u 

FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREO 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


o- 


4 


20.0 


20.0 


20.0 


1 


6 


30.0 


30.0 


50.0 


2 


6 


30.0 


30.0 


80.0 


3 


2 


10.0 


10.0 


90.0 


4 


1 


5.0 


5.0 


95.0 


6 


1 


■ 5.0 


5.0 


100.0 


TOTAL 


20 


100.0 


100.0 





ILID CASES 



1.700 


■ STD ERR 


.333 


1.000 


STD DEV 


1.490 


2.472 


SKEWNESS 


1.317 


0 


MAXIMUM 


6.000 


87.666 


.95 C.I. 


1.003 


20 


MISSING CASES 


0 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



1.500 
2.221 
6.000 
34.000 
2.397 



31 JUL 81 12.08.39 



I 



."SSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW 
[AGE 7 * . 

!E FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE » 31 JUL 81) 
3 WHY WATCH TV RANK 3 



I 
I 



I 

CJEGORY LABEL 

r JjCATIONAL 

ENTERTAINMENT 



tjjTE 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 



0 
3 

TOTAL 



'15 
3 
2 

20 



RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

75.0 

15.0 

10.0 

100.0 



ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

75.0 

15.0 

10.0 

100.0 



' CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

75.0 

90.0 

100.0 



31 JUL 81 12.08.39 



■AN 

IODE " 

fRTOSIS 
NIMUM 
..V. PCT 

LlD CASES 



.450 
0 

4.217 
0 

209.892 
20 



STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 "C.I. 



.211 
.945 
2.241 
3.000 
. .008 



MISSING CASES 



MEDIAN 

VARIANCE 

RANGE 

SUM . 

TO 



.167 
.892 
3.000 
9.000 
.892 



I 



ROSSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW 
AGE 8 



EE FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE 
H4 WHY WATCH TV RANK 4 



31 JUL 81) 



I 

TEGORY LABEL 

*fl WITH KIDS 
YSITTER 



I^B 



Ian 

iode 

fRTOSIS 
NIMUM 

:.v. pa 

1 

jJlid cases 

I 



.550 
0 

7.481 

• 0 
309.203 

20 



1 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 



STD ERR -380 

STD DEV 1.701 

SKEWNESS 2.937 

MAXIMUM 6.000 

.95 C.I. -.246 

MISSING CASES 0 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



31 JUL 81 12.08.39. 



CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 

. (PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 


18- 


90.0 


90.0 


90.0 


5 


1 


5.0 


5.0 


95.0 


6 


1 


5.0 


5.0 


100.0 


TOTAL 


20 


100.0 


100.0 





.056 
2.892 
6.000 
11.000 
1.346 



ERIC 



..Is 

I 



jSSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW 
1AGE 9 



FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE =» 31 JUL 81) 
Iti SHOWS WATCHED REGULARLY RANK 1 



I 

T 

OME 



IfEGORY LABEL 
JMEDY 
^MA 

NEWS 

Irts 

nj1-fiction 

hildren's series 
Aher 



1 

i.tEAN 

IDE 
RTOSIS 
UN I MUM 
|V. pa 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



ID CASES 



11.400 
13.000 
-1.246 
3.000 
48.749 

20 



CODE 


AR SOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


3 


3 


15.0 


15.0 . 


15.0 


4 


3 


15.0 


15.0 


30.0 


13 


6 


30.0 


30.0 


60.0 


14 


1 


5.0 


5.0 


65.0 


15 


3 


15.0 


15.0 


80.0 


17 


2 . 


10.0 


10.0 


90.0 


18 


2 


10.0 


10.0 


100.0 


TOTAL 


20 


100.0 


100.0 





STD ERR 1.243 

STD DEV 5.557 

SKEWNESS . -.642 

MAXIMUM 18.000 

.95 C.I. 8.799 

MISSING CASES 0 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



13.167 
30.884 
15.000 
228.000 
14.001 



31 JUL 81 12.08.39. 



I 

I 

■ 



STABS' OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW 
AGE 10 

E FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE « 31 JUL 81) 
fT2 SHOWS WATCHED REGULARLY RANK 2 



EGORY LABEL 



31 JUL 81 12.08.39, 



"JCDY 

uRAMA 

B^IETY SPECIAL 

mm special 

%S SPECIAL 

t 

non -fiction 
|1her 



I 

W 

Mir 

W 



LAN 

Joe 

™tosis 

INIMUM 
V. PCT 



'.ALIO CASES 

■ 
I 

I 
I 
I 

ERIC 



6.100 
3.000 
1.237 
0 

78.512 

. 20 



CODE 


■V 

ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 

FREQ 
' (PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 


1 


5.0 


5.0 


5.0 


3 


6 


30.0 


30.0 


35.0 


4 


5 


25.0 


25.0 


6Q.0 


5 


1 


5.0 


5.0 


03. U 


6 




5.0 


5.0 


70.0 


7 




5.0 


5.0 


75.0 


9 




10.0 


10.0 


85.0 


15 




10.0 


10.0 


95.0 


18 




5.0 


5.0 


100.0 


TOTAL 


20 


10Q.0 


ioo!o 





STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 



1.071 
4.789 
1.433 
18.000 
3.859 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



MISSING CASES 



4.100 
22.937 
18.000 
122.000 

8.341 



1U , 



I 

to; 

I 

TE FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE » 31 JUL 81) 

' 1t3 show watched regiArly RANK 3 

I 

CJEGORY LABEL 



tOSSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW 
IAGE 11 



"J^MA 

NEWS SPECIAL 
IjLDREN'S SPECIAL 
SJ3RTS 

ON-FICTION 

I 



I 

'.AJRTOSIS 
|N I MUM 
PCT 



i 

I tJDE 

I! 

^LID CASES 

I 

i 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



CODE 


4 

ABSOLUTE 
• FREQ 


RELATIVE 

corn 
r Key 

(PCT) 


ADJUSTED ' 
FREO 
• (PCT) % 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 


7 


35.0 


35.0 


35.0 


4 


4 


20.0 


20.0 


55.0 


7 


4 


20.0 


20.0 


75.0^ 


8' 


2 


10.0 


10.0 


- 85.0 


14 


1 ' 


5.0." 


5.0 


90.0 


15 


.. 2 


10.0 


10.0 


100.0 


TOTAL 


20 


100.0 


100.0 





5.200 
0 

-.351 

' 0 
97.979 


STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
• .05 C.I. 


1.139 
5.095 
.725 
15.000 
2.816 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


20 


MISSING CASES 


0 





ERIC 



4.250 
25.958 
15.000 
104.000 

7.584 



31 JUL 81 12.08j|39. 



I - 

ISSTABS OF -FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW 
JAGE 12 

Ie FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE = .31- JUL-81) 

■*»T4 SHOWS WATCHED REGULARLY JtANK 4 

• ' i' - ^ . 

I - 



I 



EGORY LABEL 



,#EDY 

I 



LDREN'S. SPECIAL 



R|S 

"vie 

;<|oRTS 

1 

i 

i 

•Ml 



JN-FICTION. 
'llLDREN'S SERIES 

\ 

iAN 4.750 
,0 
-.844 
0 

V. PCT . 132.600 



Atosis 

'-'INIMUH^ 1 



t/ALID CASES 



20 



CODE . 


ABSOLUTE;- 

t\ mm W mm w • *^ \ 

• FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ , 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
. FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
- (PCT) 


0, 


11 ( ■ 


55.0 


55.0 


55.0 


3 


1 


'5.0, , 


5.0' 


60X) 


4 


. 1 


. 5.0 


5.0 


65.0 


' 8 


e 

1 •*> 


5.0 


* 

J 

5. OA 


70.0 


9 




5.0 


5.0 


75.0 


10 




5;0 


5.0 v 


80.0 


14 




s 5*.0 


5.0 


85.0 


15 


• 2 


. 10.0 


10.0" 


95.0 


17 


l 

^ \ 


5.0 


' 5.0 


106.0 


TOTAL 


20 


100.0 


100.0 





STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXfMUM 
.96 CA. 



1.408 
6.298 
502 

Tr.ooo . 

1.802, 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



MISSING CASES 



.409 
39.671 
171000 
95.000 
7.698 



I 



„.iOSSTABS OF FAMIL^HFE AND TV; INTERVIEW 
jjAGE ' 13 * 

XE FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE = 31 JUL 81) 

' Its " stows watched regularly rank 5 



:dy 

UfiAMA 



I 

CgEGORY LABEL 

. Ian 

•f 

! TNI 

J ^V. PCT 

'II 



[TOSIS 
I MUM 



ID CASES 



2.100 
0 

2.806 
0 

206.066 
20 



V 

CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
\FREQ 


RELATIVE 

FREQ V 
(PCT) ) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
\ (PCT) 


CUM' 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 


15 


> 75.0 


. 75.0 


75.0 


3 


1 


5.0 


5.0' 


' 80.0 


4 


1 


5.0 


5.0 , 


85.0 


9 


1 


5.0 


5.0 


90.0 


13 


2 


10.0 . 


10.Gr 


100.0 


TOTAL 


20 


100.0 


100.0 





ERLC 



STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 



.968 
4.327 
2.011 
13.000- 
.075 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



MISSING CASES 




\ 



.167 
18.726 
13.000 
42.000 
4.125 



v 31 JUL 81 12.08.39. 



X 



IsSTABS OF FAMILY LIFEtAND TV; INTERVIEW 
PAGE .14 

*|e FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE ■ 31 JUL $1) 
' |ei r|ason FOR LIKING THE SHOWS RANK 1 

i 

I 

CATEGORY LABEL 
J SHOW ' 

rmlistic 
Formation 

' JlILY SHOW 

educational 
Iape 



31 JUL 81 



12.0SJ 



39. 



% 

I 



iHT ENTERTAINMENT 
'SUAL APPEAL 
IER 



MEAN 

IDE 
RTOSIS 
ViINIMUM 
iV. PCT 



X 



fALID CASES 



6.800 
6.000 
.990 
1.000 
46.160 

20 



I 
I 
I 

t 

I 
I 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 


i 

nci ATTUC 

FREQ 
(PCT) 


ttUUUj 1 LU 

FREQ • 

(DCT\ 


CUM 
FREQ 
( PCI) \ 


l 
i 


1 


D.U 


c n 


5.0 


2 


1 


5.0 


D • VJ 


10 0 

J. VJ • VJ 


5 


4 


on n 




30 0 


6 


6 




30.0 


60.0 


7 


2. 


10.0 


10.0 


70.0 


8 


2 


19^.0 


10.0 


80.0 


10 


2 


10.0 


10.0 


90.0 


13 


1 


5.0 


5.0 


95.0 


14 


1 


5.0 


5.0 


100.0 


TOTAL 


20 


100.0 


100.0 




STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 


.702 
' 3.139 
.659 
14.000 
5.331' 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


6.167 
9.853 
13.000 
136.000 
8.269 


MISSING 


CASES 


0 







I 



/>OSSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW 
\QE 15 



FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE = 31 JUL 81) 
REASON FOR LIKING THE SHOWS RANK 2 



C 

' 1e2 

I 

CJEGORY label 
ON'TKNOW 
SHOW 

1LISTIC 
OROUS 
iJ'ORMATION 
DUCATIONAL 
^D QUALITY 
l UGHT, ENTERTAINMENT 
| ^OFFENSIVE 

1 
« 

Jn-realistic 



MEAN 
"IDE 
■ JRTOSIS 
1INIMUM 

'^v. pa 



I 

f 

llf 

f' 

m. ID CASES 

I 
I 
I 
I 



4.300 
0 

-1.492" 
0 

107.793 
20* 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FRF ft 

(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 


8 


40.0 


40.0 


40.0 


1 


1 


5.0 


S.O 


45.0 


2 


1 


5.0 


5.0 


50.0 


4 


2 


10.0 


10.0 


60.0 


5 


1 


5.0 


5.0 


65.0 


7 


1 


5.0 


5.0 


70. U 


Q 


A 

1 


5.0 


5.0 


75.0 


10 


2 


10.0 


10.0 


85.0 


ii / 


2 


inn 
1U«U 




95.0 


12 


1 


5.0 


5.0 


100.0 


TOTAL 


29 


100. 0 


100.0 




STD ERR • 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 




1.036 
4.635 
.510 
12.000 
2.131 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


2.500 
21.484 
12.000 
86.000 

6.469 



MISSING CASES '^O 



31 JUL 81 12.08.39. 



ERIC 



11 4. 



,lsSTABS OF FAMILY. LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW 
PAGE 16 

|e FAMTVF2 "(CREATION DATE = 31 JUL 81) 

§E3 REASON FOR LIKING THE SHOWS RANK 3 

' - \ 

I 



31 JUL 81 12.08.39; 



ADJUSTED 



CAT! 

'1 



JEGORY LABEL 
TKNOW • 
IT I ON AL 



f 

HUMOROUS 
|uCATIONAL 

ESCAPE 

loD QUALITY 

I 

t 

■AN 
!§DE 

'.OJRTOSIS 
MINIMUM 
f JV. PCT 

^\LID CASES 

i 

t 

I 
I 
i 
i 
i 



1.550 
0 

1.655 
0 

193.520 
20 



CUM 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 


FREQ 
(PCT) 


FREQ 
(PCT) 


corn 
r Key 

(PCT) 


0 15 


75.0 


75.0 


75.0 


3 ' 1 


5.0 


5.0 


80.0 


4 1 


5.0 


5.0 


85.0 


7 1 


5.0 


5.0 


90.0 


8 1 




5.0 


95.0 


9 1 


5.0 


5.0 


1UU.U 


TOTAL 20 


^00.0 


100.0 




STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 


t'.671 
3.000 
1.746 
9.000 
.146 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE • 
SUM 

TO 


.167 
8.997 
9.000 
31.000 
2.954 


MISSING CASES 


0 







WSSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE^ANO TV; INTERVIEW 
|AGE 17 ' ' 

FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE = 31 JUL 81) 
REASON FOR LIKING THE SHOWS RANK 4 



I 

I 

' 1e4 

I 

CJEGORY LABEL 
ON'T KNOW 
flO 



ROUS 



I 

.£AN 

% 



TOSIS 
INIMUM 
|V. PCT 



I ID CASES 



1 
i 

i " 
4 

I 
I 

* 

I 
I 

t 

I 
I 
I 
I 



ERJC 



.200 
0 

20.000 
0 

447.214 
20 



STD ERR .200 

STD DEV .894 

SKEWNESS 4.472 

MAXIMUM 4.000 

.95 C.I. -.219 

MISSING CASES 0 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



ill 



31 JUL 81 12.08.39. 



CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 


19 


95.0 


95.0 


95.0 


4 


1 


5.0 


5.0 


100.0 


TOTAL 


20 


100. p 


100.0 





.026 
.800 
4.000 
4.000 
.619 



SSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW 
{AGE 18 

!E FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE = 31 JUL 81) 
TV PROGRAMS DISLIKED RANK 1 



■I 

I 

CATEGORY LABEL 

"e 

"j€DY 

DRAMA 

|\MA SPECIAL 
IJI-FICTION 

THER 

I 



31 JUL 81 .12.08.39. 



4 .HOT 



AJRTOSIS 

INIMUM 
V. PCT 

ID CASES 



£l: 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



6.100 
3.000 
.746 
1.000 
95.426 

20 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


1 


1 


.5.0 


5.0 


5.0 


3 ' 


10 


50. U 




55.0 


4 


4 


20^0 


20.0 


75.0 


6 


1 


5.0 


5.0 


80.0 


15 


1 


5.0 


5.0 


85.0 


18 


3 


15.0 . 


15.0 


100 io 


TOTAL 


20 


100.0 


100.0 




STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 




1.302 
5.821 
1.569 
18.000 • ■ 
3.376 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


3.400 
33.884 
17.000 
122.000 
8.824 



MISSING CASES 



9 

ERIC 



11 



JsSTABS' OF FAMILY LIFE ANO TV; INTERVIEW 
PAGE 19 

|e FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE 



I 



T2 



31 JUL 81) 
TV PROGRAMS DISLIKED RANK 2 



I 

CATEGORY LABEL 

I 



uTOMJ 



:dy 

uRAMA 
fiER 



I 



MEAN 

IDE 
RTOSIS* 
MINIMUM 
PCT 



if 



i 77U.ID CASES 

I 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

I 



3.000 
0 

5.203 
0 

179.668 
20 



CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 

FREQ 
f on\ 

\rv*l ) 


0 


11 


55.0 


55.0 


55.0 


3 


4 


20.0 


20.0 


75.0 


4 


3 


15.0 


15.0 


90.0 


18 


2 


10.0 


10.0 


100.0 


TOTAL 


20 


100.0 


100.0 





STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 



1.205 
^.390 

2.411 
18.000 
.477 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



MISSING CASES 



.409 
29.053 
18.000 
60.000 
5.523 



Ho 



.ROSSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW 
?A6E 20 

FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE ■ 31 JUL 81) 
TV PROGRAMS DISLIKED RANK 3 



i 

1 

I 
I 

ojtegory label 
.'Jrtoons. 

I 



RELATIVE ADJUSTED 



CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


FREQ 
(PCT) 


FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 


19 


95.0 


95.0 


19 


1 


5.0 


5.0 


TOTAL 


20 


100.0 


100.0 



.CAN 

IDE 
RTOSIS 
1INIMUM 
|V. PCT 



I 



ALIO CASES 



.950 
0 

20.000 
0 

447.214 
20 



I 
I 

r 

I 

i 

I 

I 

I 

t 

I 
I 
I 
I 



ERIC 



STD ERR .950 

STD DEV 4.Z49 

SKEWNESS 4.472 

MAXIMUM 19.000 

.95 C.I. -1-038 

MISSING CASES . 0 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



11, 



31 JUL 81 12.08.39. 



CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

95 :o 

100.0 



.026 
18.050 
19.000 
19.000 
2.938 



\ 



JoSSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW 
AGE 21 



I 
I 



E FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE = 31 JUL ai) 
J 4 TV PROGRAMS DISLIKED RANK, 4 , 



CATEGORY LABEL 

I 

..URTOSIS 

IN I MUM 
5 C.I. 



I 
I 
I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

I 



ID CASES 



1 © 

ERIC 



o 
o 

0 

, 0 
0 

20 



RELATIVE 





ABSOLUTE 


. FREQ 


CODE 


FREQ 


(PCT) 


0 


20 


100.0 


TOTAL 


20 


100.0 

r 



STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
TO 

MISSING CASES 



0 
0 
0 
0 
0 



ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

100^0 - 



100.0 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 



lio 



31 JUL 81 12.08.39. 



CUM 
FREQ.- 
(PCT) 

100.0 



} 



0 
0 
0 
0 



« 

Iki 

I 



5STABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV"; INTERVIEW 
IAGE 22 

FAMTVF2 (CREATION DAT? ^ 31 JUL 81) 
REASON FOR DISLIKING SHOWS RANK 1 



CiffEGORY LABEL 

■ # 

'T KNOW 
,«|)LENCE 
orlLLY, STUPID 
&R TAST£, BAD MORA 
RATIONALISM 

ONTINUED 
.<JxPLOITATION 



i.CAN 
t|DE - 
• BRTOSIS 

IINIMUM 

iv. pa 



ID CASES 



3.900 
2.000 
-.443 
0 

83.564 
20 



"ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREO 

(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 


1 


5.0 


5.0 


5.0 


. 1 " 


3 


15.0 


15.0 


20.0 


2 


8 


40.0 


40.0 f 


60.0 


5 


C 


10.0 


10.0 . 


70.0 


6 , 


2 


10.0 


10.0 


80.0 


v 7 


1 


5.0 


c n 




10 


3 


15.0" 


15.0 


100.0 


TOTAL 


20 


100.0 


100.0 




STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 




.729 
3.259 

.920 
10.000 
2.375 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


2.250 
10.621 
10.000 
78.000 

5.425 



31 JUL 81 12.08.39. 



MISSING CASES 



.IsSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW 
£AGE . 23 

Be FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE » 31 JUL 81) 
' |k2 REASON FOR DISLIKING SHOWS RANK 2 

f 

I 



31 JUL 81 12.08.39. 




I 



COM 

|R TAS]TE, BAD MORA 
iALISM 



ISATIO 
."§jlNG 

VOOR QUAl/ITY 



1 



I 



'■AN 

i 10DE 

«RTOSIS 
NIMUM 
r .V. PCT 

, |uD CASE! 

I 
I 
I 

I 

a 

I 

ERIC 



CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ ' 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 

(PCT), 


CUM 
FREQ 

(PCT) 


0 


'•, 7 


35.0 


35.0 


35.0 


2 


\ 2 

\ 

I 1 


10.0 


10.0 


45.0 


3 


5.0 


5.0 


-50.0 


4 


t 


5.0 


5.0 


55.0 


5 




15.0 


15.0 


70.0 


6 


2 


10.0 


10. 0 


80.0 


8 


2 


10.0 


, 10.0 


90.0 


9 


2 


r io.o 


10.0 


100.0 


TOTAL 


20 


100.0 


100.0 





3,600 


STD ERR 


0 


STD DEV 


-1.358 - 


SKEWNESS 


Q 


MAXIMUM 


92.524 


.95 C.U 


20 


MISSING CASES 



.745 
3.331 

.295 
9.000 
2.041 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUJfc 
" TO 



3.500 
11.095 

9.000 
72.000 

5.159 



i 



JOSSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW 
IAGE 24 



I 

! 



'e FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE = 31 JUL 81) 



REASON .FOR DISLIKING SHOWS RANK 3 , 



BK3 

I 

(ME GORY LABEL 
ON'T KNOW 
<Jly, STUPID 
lUGH TRACK 



LlUl 

ioi 



R QUALITY 
^XPLOITATION 



i 



'AN 
IDE 

. Jrtosis 

I In I MUM 

<j»v. pa 



ID CASES 



1.200 
0 

5.770 
0 

245.724 

. 20 



CODE 




2 
3 
9 

10 
TOTAL 



ABSOLUTE 
FREQj 

16 

1 

. 1 
1 

1 

20 



RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) / 

80.0 - 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 

100.0 



STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 



.659 
2.949 
2.588 
10.000 
-.180 



tISSING CASES 



ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT). 

80.0 

5.0 ' 

5.0 

5.0 

- 5.0 

100.0 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

80.0 

85.0 ' 

90.0 

95.0 

100.0 



.125 
8.695 
10.000 
24.000 
2.580 



31 JUL 81' 12.08.39. 



ERJC 



I2i 



' §SSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW * 
PAGE 25 

r J^l FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE - 31 JUL 81) 
.«^K4 REASON FOR DISLIKING SHOWS RANK 4 

I 

.ATEGORY LABEL 
•"Jl'T KNOW 
NATIONALISM 



31 JUL 81 12.08.39. 



S^J! 

1/ 

.101 

If 
I 

,§LID CASES 

i 

I ----- 



CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ . 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 


. 19 


95.0 


95.0 


• 95s. 0 


6 


1 


5.0 


5.0 


100.0 


TOTAL 


20 


100.0 


100.0 





Ian 

.tODE 

JRTOSIS 
NIMUM 

.v. pa 



.300 
0 

20.000 
0 

447.214 

20, 



STD ERR .300 

STD DEV 1.342 

SKEWNESS 4.472 

MAXIMUM 6.00.0 

.95 C.I. -.328 

MISSING CASES 0 



I 
I 
I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



MEDIAfi 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



ERIC 



J 



.026 
1.800 
6.000 
6.000 

.928 



4 > 



STABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV ; > INTERVIEW . 
AGE 26 { 

E FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE = 31 JUL 81) 
TV SHOWS' THE CHILDREN WATCH RANK X 



i 

jk 
I 

CATEGORY. LABEL 
ICDY C 
,fJ\MA 

iiON -FACTION 
'IwETY SERIES 

ildren's series 
Irtoons 

I 



| 



lis 

l.URTOSJS 

1NIMUM 
V, PCT 



ID CASES 



t 
I 

t 
t 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



FRir 



9.400 
3.000 

-2.096 
3.000 

73.332 

20 



.CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FRECJ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
• FREQ 
(PCT) 


3 


■ 7 


1 35.0 


35.0 


35.0 


4 


4 


20.0 


20.0 


55.0 


15 


1 


5.0 


5.0 


60.0 


16 


2 


10.0 


10.0 


70.0 


17 


5 


25.0 


25.0 


> 95.0 


• 19 


1 


5.0 


5.0 


100.0 


TOTAL 


20 


100.0 


100.0 





STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 



1.541 
6.893 
.244 
; ,19.000 
' 6,174 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



MISSING CASES ' 0 



1 c 



4.250 , 
47.516 
16.000 
188: tfOO 
12.626 



31 JUL 81 12.08.39. 



I 



K.ROSSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW 
jjlAGE * 27 / 

'I 



31 JUL 81 12.08.39. 



It 
i 



£ FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE = 31 JUL 81) 

fit ■ ' 

TV SHOWS THE CHILDREN WATCH RANK 2 



CJEGORY LABEL 

4ME0Y* 
.'JvMA 

^FICTION 
* luETY SERIES 

(JlLDREN'S SERIES 



» ^V. PCT 
ID CASES 



! 
1 
t 
i 
i 

I 
i 
i 
i 
i 



AN 

IDE'.'.-, 
IRTOSIS 
NIMUM 



6.050 
3.000 
.763 
3.000 
87.047 

20 



ERLC 



,CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
corn 

(PCT) 


3 


8 


40.0 


4 


8 




15 


1 


5.0 


16 


' 1 


- 5.0 


17 


2 


10.0 


TOTAL 


20 . 


' 100 .0 



STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.'95 C.I. 



1.178 
5.266 
1.614 
17.000 
3.585 



MISSING CASES '! 0 



ADJUSTED 
: REQ 
(PCT) 




MEDIAN 

VARIANCE 
RANGE , *+ J 
SUM 

: TO 



PA 



CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

40.0 

80.0 

85.0 

90,0 

100.0 



3.750 
27»TO 
14.000 
121.000 

8.515 



N 



I 



JoSSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AN* TV; INTERVIEW 
[AGE 28 



31 JUU81 



12.08. 



FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE * 31 JUL- 81) 
'|)3 ' TV SHOWS THE CHILDREN WATCH RANK 3 



I 

C^EGORY LABEL 

.fcDY 

URAMA 

1 

fN-FICTION 
RIETY SERIES 
JlLDREN'S SERIES 
RTOONS- 



Si) 



'Ian 

. 10DE 

fRTOSIS 
NIMUM 
i-.V. PCT 



klO CASES 



5.250 
0 

-.753 
0 

135.376 
20 



I 
I 

I 
I 

i 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE , FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 

(PCT)- 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


* * 


. I 


0 


10 


■ • 

50.0' 


50.0 


50.0 ; 






•J 


3 


15.0 


15.0 


65.0 






4 


1 


5,0 


. 5.0 


70.0 






9 


1 




5 0 


75.0 






15 


1 


5.0 


" 5.0 . 


80.0 






16 


2 


10.0 


10.0 


90.0 




• - 


17 
19 


\L 
1 


5.0 
5.0 


5.0 
5.0 


95.0 
100.0 


\ 




TOTAL 


20 


100.0 


100.0 








STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 


1.589 
7.107 
1.010 
19.000 
1.9*4 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


.500 
50.513 
19.000 
105.000 
8.576" 






MISSING CASES 


0 











ERIC 



CO 



BSSTABS 0/ FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW 
2AGE 29 

FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE = 31 JUL 81) 
TV SHOWS THE CHILDREN WATCH RANK 4 



:tf£60RY LABEL 



Is 

1 
I 

I 

V 

^TOONS 

I 

..EAN 

¥? 

Tni 

X 

I 
I 

( 

I 



TOSIS 
NIMUM 
V. PCT 



ID CASES 



1.900 
0 

7.037 
0 

307.794 

■i 20 



CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ \ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
' PREQ 
(PCT) 




ia 


90.0 


90.0 


19 


2 


10.0 


10.0 


TOTAL 


20 


100.0 . 


- 100.0 



STD ERR 1.308 

STD DEV 5.848 

SKEWNESS 2.888 

MAXIMUM 19.000 

.95 C.L -.837 

MISSING CASES 0 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



CUM 
TREQ 
(PCT) 

90.0 

100.0 



.056 
34.200 
19.000 
38.000 
4.637 



c 



5STABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW 
?AGE 30 



1 



»E FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE 3 31 JUL 81) 
El WHY THE CHILDREN LIKE SHOWS RANK 1 

I - A ' 

EGORY LABEL 
'T .KNOW 
AlTING 
INTERESTING 
' £\RACTERS 

IT PACE 
ARRE 

<Jer group 
'violence 

IItEREST IN TOPIC 
IKE THE FORMAT 



1 



ASY TO UNDERSTAND 



«,EAN 

IRTOSIS 
, UN I MUM 
iV. PCT 



I 

i 

I 

E 

I 

II 

K 

I 

I 

I 

I 

1 

I 



ID CASES 



6.800 
9.000 
-1.005 
0 

57.374 
20 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE • FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 

(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ \ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 


2 


10.0 


10.0 


10.0 


1 


1 


5.0 


5.0 


15.0 


3 


1 


5.0 


5.0 


20.0 


4 


2 


10.0 


10.0 


30.0 


5 


2 


10.0 


10.0 


40.0 


g 


1 


5.0 


5.0 


45.0 


7 


1 


5.0 


5.0 


50.0 


8 


1 




c n 


JJ*U 


q 


3 


15.0 


15.0 


70.0 


10 


2 


10.0 


10.0 


80.0 


11 


2 


inn 


in o 


' 90.0 


12 


2 


10.0 


10.0 


100.0 


TOTAL 


20 


100.0 


100.0 


♦ 


STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 




.872 
3.901 
-.400 
12.000 
4.974 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


7.500 
. 15.221 ■ 
12.000 
136.000 

8.626 



MISSING CASES 



I 



.WJSSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND 'TV ; INTERVIEW 
lAGE 31 



31 JUL 81 12.08.39. 



I 
1 
i 



E FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE » 31 JUL 81) 
2 WHY THE CHILDREN LIKE SHOWS RANK 2 



CJEGORY LABEL 

ON'T KNOW ' 
.^ITING; 

«CATIONAL 
ERESTING 
(JARACTERS 
AST PACE 
IzARRE 
iER GROUP 
ITEREST IN TOPIC 
JkE THE FORMAT 



i 

Kan 

40DE 

fRTOSIS 
NIMUM 
V. PCT 

J\LID CASES 

I 
I 
I 

• " • 

ERIC 



4.250 
0 

-1.248 

0 

96.826 
20 



ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 



CODE 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
1 
9 

10 
12 
TOTAL 



STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 



20 



Relative 
freq 

(PCT) 

30.0 

10.0 
5.0 . 
- 5.0 
5.0 
5.0*» 

10.0 
5.0 
10.0 ' 
10.0 
5.0 

100.0 



ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

30.0 

10.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 

10.0 
5.0 
10.0 
10.0 
5.0 

100. 0~ 



' .920 
4.115 
.461 
12.000 
2.324 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



MISSING CASES 



CUM • 
FREQ 
(PCT) • 

30.0 

40.0 
45.0 
50. 0, 
55.0 
60.0 

.70.0 
75.0 
85.0 
95.0 

100.0 



•3.500- 
16.934 
12.000 
85.000 

6.176 



\ 



Via 



.STABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW 
AGE 32 

Ik 

E FAMTVF2 (CREATION OATE » 31 JUL 81) 
WHY THE CHILDREN LIKE SHOWS RANK 3 



I 
I 

I 

(^TEGORY LABEL 
WT KNOW 
.•JUCATIONAL 

hAST PACE 

'Ike THE. FORMAT - 
jJSY TO UNDERSTAND 

1 

^URTOSIS 

1NIMUM 
v. pa 

r 

» .. 

i 

i 
i 
i 
i 
i 



ID CASES 



2.000 
0 

2.009 
0 

203.263 
20 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 


RELATIVE 
- FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
, FREQ • 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 


15 


75.0 


75.0 


75.0 


2 


I 


3.VJ 


5.0 


80.0 


5 


1 


5.0 


5.0 


85.0 


10 


1 


5.0 


5;0 


90.0 


11 


1 


5.0 


5.0 . 


95.0 


12 


1 


5.0 


5.0 


100.0 


TOTAL 


20 


100.0 


100.0 




STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 




.909 
4.065 
1.870 
12.000 

.097 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


.167 
16.526 
12.000 
40.000 
3.903 



MISSING CASES 



I 



CATEGORY LABEL 
. WT KNOW 



AN 

iOE 

URTOSIS 
NIMUM 
5 C.I. 



iSSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW 
?AGE 33 

E FAMTVF2 . (CREATION DATE 31 JUL 81) 
WHY THE CHILDREN LIKE SHOWS RANK 4 



ID CASES 



ERIC 



o 
o 

0 
0 
0 

20 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 



■ 0 
TOTAL 



STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
TO 



20 
20 



MISSING CASES 



RELATIVE - 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

100.0 

100.0 * 



0 
0 
0 
0 
0 



J JU 



ADJUSTED 
FREQ 

. (PCT) 

100.0 
100.0 * 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 



31 JUL 81 12.08.39. 



CUM 
FREQ 

(PCT) 

100.0 



0 
0 
0 
0 



Y 



I 



«)$$TAB$ OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; 
AGE 34 



f 

Ik 

I 

T 

ON' 



INTERVIEW 

!E FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE * 31 JUL 81) 
WHAT THE FAMILY TALKS ABOUT 



CtfEGORY LABEL 

•T TALK 
p|)GRAM 

uTHER 



ITOSIS" 
IMUM 

pa 



I 
I 

ft? 

Art 

;* 

i ALIO CASES 

I 

i 
I 
i 
i 

i 

1 
1 



1.800 
3.000 
-1.464 
0 

63.981 
20 



STO ERR .258 

STO DEV 1.152 

SKEWNESS -.257 

MAXIMUM 3.00D 

.95 C.I. 1.261 

MISSING CASES 0 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



31/ JUL 81 12.08.39. 



CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 

rnr a 

FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
corn 

(PCT) 


CUM 
(PCT) 


0 


3 


15.0 


15.0 


15.0 


1 


6 


30.0 


30.0 


45.0 


2 


3 


15.0 


15.0 


60.0; 


3 


8 


40.0 


40.0 


100.0 


TOTAL 


20 


100.0 


100'. 0 


/ ; 



t .833 
1.326 
3.000 
361000 
2)339 

' V 



IsSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW 
PAGE 35 

|e FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE - 31 JUL 81) 



31 JUL 81 12.08.39. 



IE 

In 
I 

CATE 

mi 



WHAT ELSE DOES THE FAMILY DO RANK 1 



CATEGORY LABEL 

I 

nANDWORK 

Rework 

)RES 



Ian 

'mode 

MRTOSIS 

Inimum 

J.V. PCT 
!§LID CASES 

I 

1 

I 

I 

I 

i 

I 

t 

I 

* 

I 

I 

ERIC 



2.650 
1.000 
.235 
1.000 
81.465 

20 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE • FREQ ' 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 

IrU ; 


1 Q 


45.0 


45.0 


. 45.0 


2 5 


25.0 


25.0 


70.0 


5 4 


20.0 • 


20.0 


90.0 


6 1 


5.0 


"5.0 


95.0 


8 1 


5.0 


5.0 


100. 0 


TOTAL 20 


100.0 


100.0 


i 


STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS • 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 


.483 
2.159 
1.167 
8.000 
1.640 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


1.700 
4.661 
7.000 
53.000 
3.660 


MISSING CASES 


0 . 







13, 



t 



&SSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW 
>A6E 36 S ~ 



LE FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE - 31 JUL 81) 
KE2 WHAT ELSE 'DOES THE FAMILY DO RANK 2 

* 

I 

¥EGORY LABEL 
HIN6 

,<gto 

cAT 

ics> 

WIGWORK 
%€ WORK 
,^EEP 

Chores 

!* 

•Ian 

10DE 

fRTOSIS 
NIMUM 
..V. PCT 

|U0 CASES 

4 

I 
I 

I 

I 
I 

i 



9 


ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

i 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
. (PCT) • 


■ CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 




0 1 


5.0 


5.0 


- 5.0 




1 3 


15.0 ' 


15.0 


ao.o 






25.0 


25.0 - 


45.0 




4 4 


20. AJ 




65.0 




5 .3 


15.0 


15.0 


80.0 


» 


6 1 


5.0 


5.0 


85.0 




7 2 


10.0 


' 10.0 


95.0 


• 


R 1 


, 5.0 


<• 5.0 


100.0 




TOTAL 20 


100.0 


100.0 




3.600 
2.000 
-.909 
0 

63. 98*1 


. STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 -C.I. 


.515 
2.303 

.317 
8.000 
2.522 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


3.750 
5.305 
8.000 
72.000 
4.678 


20 


MISSING CASES 


0 







I i 



.Ess 

1 



5STABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW 
>AG£ 37 



31 JUL 81 12.08.39. 



•I 



E FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE » 31 JUL 81) 
|e3 WHAT ELSE DOES THE FAMILY DO RANK 3 

I 

EGORY LABEL 
HING 

v° 

bROOM 

I 

t^NDWORK 
loRES 

1 



CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
' FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 


7 


35.0 

* 


35.0 

> 


^ C ft 

35.0 


1 


• 4 . 


20.0 


20.0 


55.0 


3 


1 


5.0 


5.0 


60.0 


4 


2 


10.0 


10.0 


70.0 


5 


2. 


10.0 


10.0 


80.0 


8 


4 


20.0 


• 20.0 


100.0 


TOTAL 


20 


100.0 


100.0 





t 

I 

I 

I 

I 
I 
I 

i 

I 

» 

I 



2.850 STD ERR .704 

0 STD DEV 3.150 

-1.068 SKEWNESS .714 

0 MAXIMUM ' 8.000 

110.533 ^95 C.I. 1.376 

ID CASES 20 MISSING CASES 0 



,§AN 

iIde 

'.sURTOSIS 

INIMUM 
v. pa 



MEDIAN 
/ARIANCE 

SUf 

TO 




1.250 
9.924 
8.000 
57.000 
4.324 



I 



^uiSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW 
AGE 38 



31 JUL 81 12.08^39. 



!E FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE 4 31 JUL 81) 
' 1e4 WHAT ELSE DOES THE FAMILY DO RANK 4 

I 

CtfEGORY LABEL 
otHING 

CHORES 



I 



CODE . 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 

• .(PCT) 


FREQ 
■ (PCT) 


0 


15' 


75.0 ' 


75.0 


75.0 


4 


2 


10.0 


10.0 


85.0 


8 


2 


lt).0 


10.0 


95.0 


9 


1 


5.0 


5.0 ' 


lOO'.O 


TOTAL 


20 


10O.0 


100.0 





Irtosis 

'minimum 
|v. pa 

;alid cases 



1.650 
0 

1.214 
0 

189.905 
20 



STD ERR .701 

STD DEV ,.3.133 

SKEWNESS 1.649 

MAXIMUM 9.QP0 

.95 C.I.' .184 

MISSING CASES 0 



MEDIAN- 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



.167. 
9.818 
9.000 
33.000 
3.116 



r 



J3. 



L 



I 



JTOSSTABS OF FAMILY/ LIFE A WD TV; INTERVIEW 
PAGE 39 , J 



£ FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE • 31 JUL* 81) 



I 
I 

I 

HTEGORY LABEL 
.ITTLE DIFFERENCE 
-|g DIFFERENCE J 

I 

i€AN 
■DE 

Irtosis 

1INIMUM 

pa 

.10 CASES 



WHAT IF THERE WAS NO TV 



\ 



CODE 
1 

2 

TOTAL 



ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 

13 

7 

20. 



RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

65.0 

.35.0 

100.0 



1. 350 


STD ERR 


1.000 


STO, DEV 


1.719 


SKEWNESS 


1.000 


MAXIMUM 


6.249 


.95 C.I. 


* 20 '" 


, MISSING CASES 



.109 
.489 
; 681 
2.000 
1.121 



ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) ; 

65.0 

35.0 

100.0 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

66.0 

100.0 



1.269 
.239 
1.000 
27.000 
1.579 



31 JUL 81 12.08.39. 



ERIC 



,I)S! 



,kuSSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW 
|£AGE 40 



LE FAMTVF2 {CREATION DATE 9 31 JUL 81) 



I 



WHAT WOULD BE DIFFERENT, ^ Tv 



1 



iTE GORY LABEL 



• CODE 



.K MORE 



play records-, radio 
Iao 

.■ORTS' 

.HSS NEWS,* SPORTS 

• llETER . 

i f ' 

(GATIVE MOODS, TRRI 
HER 



I 

OUT OF RANGE 

I 



Kan 

1>de 

lurtosis 

[NIMUM 

.v. pa 



r KUf 

I 

■4. ID CASES 

♦ r 



5.188 
1.000 
-1.503 
0 

78.136 
I 16 



0 
1 
3 
4 

V 

6 

7 

10 
11 



TOTAL 



ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 

2 

3 

1 

2 

1 
1 

, • .1 

2 
2 
4 

20 



RELATIVE; 'ADJUSTED' 



(PCT) 
10.0,^ 
,15.0 
5.0 

10,0 1 

1 5.0 
' 5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
..10.0 
10.0' 
20.0 
100.0 



STD ERR 1.013 

STD DEV 4.053 

SKEWNESS ' .188 

MAXIMUM ' 11.000 

.95 CI. ' 3.028 

MISSING CASES k 4 



FREQ 
/ (PCT) 

12.5 

18.8 ' 

6.3 

• 12.5 

6.3 

6.3 

6.3 

6.3" 

12.5 

12.5 * 

MISSING 

100.0 



MEDIAN 

VARIANCE* 

RANGE 

«SUM 

TO 



CUM • 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

12.5. 

31.3 

37.5- 

50.0 

56.3 * 

62.5 

68.8 

75*. 0 

87 .5 

100 r 0 



16.429 
11.000 
83.000 
7.347 



ISSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW 
PAGE 41 > 

I.E FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE- = 31 JUL 81) 
§JG1 



HOW WOULD YOU CHANGE TV RANK 1 



I 



CATI 

Iri 



jTEGORY LABEL 
IE EDUCATIONAL* 
•JTTER QUALITY 
MORE NEWS * e 
|mIT TYPES OF COMME 
DUCE COMMERCIALS 



I 



SOAPS, GAME SHOWS 



* BETTER SCHEDULE 
'Ire SPECIALS 



i 

t 



SS VIOLENCE 
HER 



EAN 
)OE 
'KURTOSIS 
IIMUM 
.V. PCT 



ID CASES' 



7.000 
2.000 

-1.311 
2.000 

54,.841 

20 



STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
.MAXIMUM 
.95 C J. 

MISSING CASES 



.858 . 
3.839 * 

.130 
14.000 
5.203 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUMr . 
' TO 



A 



CODE 


• 

ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ / 
(PCT) ' 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 

(per) . 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

■ « ' 


2 


3* 


15.0 




15.0 




3 


15.0 


''•V 15.0 


30.0* 


4 


1 


5.0 


5.0 


35.0 


g 


3 


15.0 


15.0 - 


50.0' 


( 7 


1 


5.0 


.. 5.0 - . . 


55.0 


8 


1 


' 5.0 ; 


5.0 


6J0.0 


A 

9 


1 




5.0 


65.0 


10 

a- 


2 


id'.o 


v 10.0 

* 


.75.0 




3 


•15.0 

0 


15.0 


•90.0 


12 


v. 1 


• 5.0 

r 


5.0 


95.0 


14 
tOTAL 


1 

- 20 


5.0 
100.0 


5.0 
100.0 


100.0 



6.500 
14.737 
12.000 
140.000 

8.797 



«ROSSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW 
[AGE 42 



I 



ILE FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE = 31 JUL 81) . 
Es2 HOW WOULD YOU CHANGE TV RANK 2 



GREGORY LABEL \ 

ON'T KNOW 
••{^E' EDUCATIONAL 
BETTER QUALITY , 
' BuJN GOOD SHOWS* 

u^iit types of comme 
educe commercials 

• i soaps, game shows 
'mtter schedule 

] tore specials 

( ||SS SEX 

I 

, CAN 

IDE 
RTOSIS 

• UN I MUM 
|jV. PCT 



ID CASES 



5.800 
0 

-1.383 
0 

78; 434 
20 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ' 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
corn 

(PCT) 


CUM 

FDFn 
r KClj 

(PCT) 


o 


.4 


20.0 


20.0 


20.0 


2 


3 


15.0 


15.0 


35.0 


3 


1 


•5.0 


5.0 


40.0 


5 


2 


10.0 


10.0 


50.0 


6 


1 


5.0 


' 5.0 


55.0 


7 


2 


10.0 


10.0 


65.0 


9 


1 


5.0 


5.0 


70.0 


. 10 


2 


10.0 


10.0 


80.0 


11. 


2 


10.0 


inn 

1U« u 


on o 


13 


2 


10.0 


10.0 


100.0 


TOTAL 


20 


100.0 


100.0 




i 

STD ERR 
" STD DEV 
SKEiWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 


1.017 
4.549 
.152 ' 
13.000 
3.671 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO , 


5.500 
20.695 
13.000 
116.000 

7.929 


MISSING CASES. 


0 - 




r. 



,™>STABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW 
j|AGE 43 



31 JUL 81 12.08.39. 



E FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE = 31 JUL 81) 
IG3 HOW WOULD YOU CHANGE TV RANK 3 



I 

Ctf EGORY LABEL 
'T KNOW 

educational 
better quality 
i soaps, game shows 
batter schedule 
iore specials - 

• JsS VIOLENCE 
SS SEX 



I 



'Ian 

MODE 

KRTOSIS 
NIMUM 

,:.v. PCT 

J^LID CASES 

i, 

I 
I 

♦ * 

I 
I 
I 



3.500 
0 

-.328 
0 

132.561 
20 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 

• (PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 

(PCT) 


0 


9 


45.0 


45.0 


45,0 


C 


•j 


15.0 


15.0 


60.0 


3 


3 


15.0 


15.0 


75.0 


9 


1 


5.0 


t; n 

D m U 


80 0 

1 


10 


1 


5.0 ' 


5.0 


85.0 


11' 


1 


5.0 


5.0 


90.0 


12 


1 


5.0 


5.0 


95.0 


13 


1 


- 5.0 


5.0 


100.0 


TOTAL 


20 


100.0 


100.0 




STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 


1.-037 
4.640 
1.135 
13.000 
1.329 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE - 
SUM 

TO 


1.833 
21.526 
13.000 
70.000 

5.671 


MISSING CASES 


0 







1 4 \J 



I 



uROSSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE Alto TV; INTERVIEW 
|JAGE 44 



E FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE a 31 JUL 81) 
164 HOW WOULD YOU CHANGE TV RANK 4 



(JTEGORY LABEL 
JON'T KNOW 
•JrE EDUCATIONAL 

better quality 
Ire news 

,1 HER 



AN 
IDE 

IRTOSIS 
..NIMUM 
'* iLV. PCT 



I 
f 
i 

■ 

I 

j 

I 
I 
I 

I 

i 

I 



ID CASES 



1.150 
0 

14.568 
0 

281.100 
20 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 



0 
2 
3 
4 

14 
TOTAL 



STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 



16 
1 
1 
1 
1 

20 



RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

80.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 

100.0 



.723 
3.233 
3.683 
14.000 
-.363 



MISSING CASES 



ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

80.0 
5.0 , 
5.0 
5.0 
5.0 

100.0 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



lERiC 



1U . 



CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

80.0 

' 85.0 

90.0 

95.0 

100.0 



.125 
10.450 
14.000 
23.000 
2.663 



31 JUL 81 12.08.39. 



.500 
0 

-2.235 
0 

102.598 
20 



MISSING CASES 



llSSTABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW 
PAGE 45 

' |.E FAMTVF2 (CREATION DATE » 31 JUL 81) 
' §TN REGULARLY WATCH TV IN AFTERNOON 

•1 

CATEGORY LABEL 

F 

Ian 

foe 
RTOSIS 
NIMUM 
C.V. PCT 

Ilid cases 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

I 

v r 
I 

I 

I 

ERIC 



31 JUL 81 12.08.39. 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ . 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 

. (PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 

(PCT) 


0 


10 


50.0 


50.0 


• 50.0 


1 


10 


50.0 


50.0 


100.0 


TOTAL 


20 


100.0 


100.0 




STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 




.115 
.513 
0 

1.000 
.260 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE • 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


.500 
.263 
1.000 
10.000 
.740 



J 



[I 

L 



wis 

i 
I 
i 

i 
i 



STABS OF FAMILY LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW 
AGE 46 

FAMTVP2 (CREATION DATE » 31 JUL 81) 
REGULARLY WA^CH TV DURING DINNER 



EGORY LABEL 



.CAN 

IDE 
RTOSIS 
NIMUM 
■V. PCT 



I 

\4 



ID CASES 



.400 
0 

-2.. 018 
0 

125.656 
20 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

t 


0 




60 0 

\J\J • \J 


60.0 


60.0 


1 


8 


40.0 


40.0 


100.0 


TOTAL 


20 


100.0 


100.0 




STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 c.l; 




.112 
.503 
.442 
1.000 
.165 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


.333 
.253 
1.000 ' 
8.000 
.635 



MISSING CASES 



31 JUL 81 12.08.39. 



isSTABS OF FAMILY. LIFE AND TV; INTERVIEW 

I AGE 47 
e famtvf2 (creation date *=■ 31 jul 81) 

Eg 

I 



REGULARLY WATCH TV DURING EVENING 

v 



t 



EGORY LABEL 



I 

. £AN 

mx. 

PTOSIS 

IINIMUM 
|V. PCT 



.750 
1.000 



.OOOy* 
.497* 



■I 

I 
I 
I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



LID CASES 



0 

59,235 
20 



ERIC 



J 



41 



31 JUL 81 12.08.- 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE JFREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
' FREQ 
(PCTT 


0 


5 


25.0 


25.0 • 


25.0 


1 


15 


/b.U 




100.0 


TOTAL 


20 < 


100.0 


100.0 




STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 




.099 
.444 
■1.251 
1.000 
.542 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


.833 
.197 
1.000 
15.000 
.958 


MISSING 


CASES 


• 0 







APPENDIX D 



Results of Diary Methodology 



STABS OF FAMILY AND TV; DIARY 
:AGE 3 

FAMTVF3 (CREATION DATE - 04 AUG 81) 
DAY OF WEEK 



is 

i 
i 

i 

■I 

,^H^Y 

iUESDAY 

Inesday 

■JJRSDAY 

RI DAY 
I DA Y 



EGORY LABEL 
DAY 



EAN 
DE 

IRTOSIS 
UN I MUM 
V. PCT 

'ALIO CASES 



3.814 
2.000 

-1.336 
1.000 

52.552 

59 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
. FREQ 
(PCT) 


• CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


1 


Q 


' 15.3 


15.3 


15.3 


2 


12 


20.3 


20.3 . 


35.6 


3 


6 


10.2 


1U. c 




4 


7 


11.9 


11.9 


57.6 


5 


10 


16.9 


16.9 


74.6 


6 


9 ... 


15.3 


15,3 


89.8 


7 


6 


1U<L 


10.2 

A V • fa 


100.0 


TOTAL 


59 


100.0 


100.0 




STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 




.261 
2.004 

.066 
7.000 
3.291 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

T<$ 


3.857 
4.016 
6; 000 
225.000 
4.336 


MISSING 


CASES 


0 







ERIC 



1 



4 



04 AUG 81 10.15.12. 



i 

UOSSTABS OF FAMILY AND TV; D,IARY 
• (AGE 4 

. ILE FAMTVF3 (CREATION DATE =• 04 AUG 81) 



TIME OF TV VIEWING 



E60RY LABEL 



CODE 
7 
8 
9 

TOTAL 



ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 

J 



27 


45.8 


45.8 , 


45.8 


22 


37.3 


37.3 


83.1 


10 


16;9 


16.9 


100.0 


59. 


100.0 


100.0 





04 AUG 81 ' 10.15.12. 



RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM 
FREQ FREQ FREQ 



Kn 

..ODE 

KWTOSIS 
' PIMUM 

i .V. PCT 



I 



ID CASES 



7.712 
7.000 
-1.001 
7.000 
9.647 

59 



STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 



MISSING CASES 



.097 
.744 
.527 
.000 
518 

0 



J: 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
' RANGE 
SUM 

' TO 



7.614 
.553 
2.000' 
455.000 
7.906 




1 

I 

I 



STABS OF FAMILY AND TV; DIARY 
AGE 5 

E FAMTVF3 (CREATIOrTDATE - 04 AUG 81) 
IG , KIND OF TV PROGRAM VIEWED 



CgTEGORY LABEL 

OMEDY 
.^MA 

VARIETY SPECIAL 
IftMA SPECIAL 

mws special 
:hildren'S special 

I s 

f' VIE < I 
,0E FOR TV MOVIE 
< .. 
|0 MOVIE 

. 5P0RTS 
J)N-FICTION 
WlETY SERIES 

•IwE SHOW 

i 

J\RTOONS 



I 



*AN 
flODE 

■jrtosis 

"iNIMUM 

&.V. PCT 



t 



( AL ID "CASES 



5.881 
3.000 
2.145 
3.000 
59.754 

59 



I 



ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 



CODE 
3 

" 4 
5 
6 
7 
. 8 
9 

10 
11 
12 

.15 
16 
18 
19 
TOTAL 



STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 



59 



RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 



39.0 
2 



100 



.534 
4.103 
1.679 
19.000- 
4.812 



MISSING CASES 



ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 



39.0 
2 



100.0 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



ERIC 



,4 

'! 0 



CUM 
FREQ ' 
(PCT) 

39.0 

62.7 

54.4 

69.5 

74.6 

81.4 

83.1 

84.7 

89.8 
91.5 
93.2 
94.9 
96.6 
98.3 

100.0 



3.964 
16.831 
16.000 
347.000 

6.950 



04 AUG 81 10.15.12. 



ftsTABS OF FAMILY AND TV; DIARY 
PAGE 6 

|e FAMTVF3 (CREATION DATE * 04 AUG 81) 
Jt AMOUNT OF PROGRAM VIEWED 



04 AUG 81 10.15.12. 



I 

category label 
(response 

I 
I 

CURT 

I! 



KURTOSIS 
IIMUM 

pa 



it 



Id CASES 



1.322 
1.000 
-.928 
0 

38.315 
59 



CODE 
0 
1 
2 

TOTAL 



ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 

1 

' '38 
20 
59 



RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

1.7 

64.4 

33.9 - 



100.0 



ADJUSTED 
FREQ 

(PCT), 

1.7 
64.4 
33.9 
100.0 



STD ERR .066 

STD DEV „ ' .507 

SKEWNESS .364 

MAXIMUM 2.000 

.95 C.I. 1.190 

MISSING CASES 0 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

1.7 

66.1 

100.0 



1.250 
.257 
2.000 
78.000 
1.454 



I 

I 

T 

LA! 



WHY THE PROGRAM! WAS VIEWED 



EGORY LABEL 
'ANNEO TO WATCH 
i'^ERS PICKED THE PR 
JUST CAME ON 



1 



*|an 

lOOE 

JRTOSIS 
NIMUM 
..V. PCT 



m 

1 

JlID CASES 



1.729 
1.000 

-1.317 
1.000 

47.832 

59 



/ 




ABSOLUTE 
FREQ , 

36 

15 

14 

59 



RELATIVE 
FREQ 

.(PCT) 

50.8 
v 25.4 
23.7 
100.0 



ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

50.8 

25.4 

23.7 

100.0 



STD ERR .108 MEDIAN 

STD DEV .827 VARIANCE 

SKEWNESS .551 RANGE 

MAXIMUM 3.000 SUM 

.95 C.I. 1.513 TO 

MISSING CASES 0 



CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

• 50.8 

76.3 

WO.O 



1.483 
.684 
* 2.000 
102.000 
1.944 



Is 



STABS OF FAMILY AND TV; DIARY 

J AGE* 8 ' . ^ '' i - 

E FAMTVF3 (CREATION DATE = 04 AUG 81) 

Ik , WAS THERE ANY ANY TALKING 



1 
1 

I 

,€AN 
MADE 
PTOSIS 

"nimum 
.v. pa 



E GORY LABEL 


CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
' FREQ 


RELATIVE - 
• FREQ 
(PCT) J 


ADJUSTED 
/ FREQ 
' (PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 

'.'"(PCT) 




.1 


55 


. 93.2 * 


" 93.2 


93.2 




I 


4 


6.8 


6.? 


- 100.0 




TOTAL 


719 


' 100. 0 . 


100. 0' 





I 



ID CASES 



1.068 
1.000 

10.818 
1.000 

23.746 

59 



"A 



STD ERR\ 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
'.95 C.I. 



-.033 
.254 
3.529 
2.000 
JL.002 



MEDIAN 4 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



1.036 
.064 
1^000 
63.000 
1.134 



MISSING CASES. .0 



L3&SSTABS OF. FAMILY AND 'TV; DIARY 

{AGE 9 
E FAMTVF3 (CREATION DATE 04 AUG 81) 

'i)UT WHAT DID THE FAMILY TALK^BOUT 

I : 

(me gory label 
"response 

■•JOGRAM 

UTHER 

loGRAM & OTHER . 
iOGRAM, COMMERCIAL 



AN 

>DE 

RTOSIS 
,-rlNIMUM 
*;.V. PCT 



|liLID CASES 59 



I 

I 

I 
,l 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
I 

1 

I 

i 

I 
I 

* o 

ERIC 



CODE 


'ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ. 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
, FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 


6 


10.2 


10.2 


10.2 


1 


14 


23.7 


23.7 


: -33.9 


, 3 


22 


37.3 


37.3 


71.2. 


. 5, 


' 16 


• 27.1 


27.1 


98.3 


7 


1 


1.7 ' 


1.7 


100.0 


TOTAL 


59 


100.0 


100.0 





2.831 
3.000 
-.987 
0 

63.658 



STD ERR' .239* 

STO^OEV 1.802 
SKEWNESS .043 

MAXIMUM 7.000 

.95 C.I. 2.361 

MISSING CASES 0 



MEDIAN : 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM ' 

TO 



11 



2.932 
3.247 
7.000 
167.000 
3.300 



04- AUG 81 



10 .15. 12. 



A 



.IsSTABS OF FAMILY AND TV-; DIARY 
>AGE 10 - 

He . FAMTVF3 (CREATION DATE » 04 AUG 81) 
|) WHO TALKED DURING VIEWING 

I 

fEGORY LABEL 
RESPONSE 
•'JDUSE 

CHILD * 

.. |her 

mouse 8. child 

, llLD & OTHER 
■|0USE, CHILD i OTHER 



04 AUG 81 10.15.12. 



I 

4 ,4EAN 



«DE 
RTOSIS 
1IN1MUM 

k v. pa 



C 
I 

i 

I 

r 

I 
I 



ID CASES 



'2.898 
' 4.000 
.008 
0 

60.679 
59 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ . 
{PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


o 


6 


10.2 


10.2 


10.2 


1 . 


7 


11.9 


11 .9 


oo n 


2 


12 




20.3 


42.4 


3- 


9 


15.3 


15.3 


/ 57.6 


4 


20 


33.9 


33.9 


91.5 


6 


2 


3.4 


3.4 


94.9 


7 


• 3, 


,5.1 


5.1 


100.0 


TOJ|L 


59 


100.0 


100.0 




STD ERR 
STD OEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 

•"-#-"95 G • I • 




.229 
1.759 

.298 
7.000 
2.440 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


3.000 
3.093 
7.000 
171.000, 
3.357 



MISSING CASES 



i ® 

ERJC 



..ISSTABS OF FAMILY AND TV; DIARY 
AGE 11 



FAMTVF3 (CREATION DATE » 04 AUG 81) 
OTHER ACTIVITIES DURING VIEWING 

I 

TEGORY LABEL 



if 



i 

' riEAN 



PTOSIS 
IIMUM 
J/. PCT 



I TNI 

I 

I 
I 

I 

I 
I 

I 

ll 



ID CASES 



04 AUG 81 10.15.12. 



1 


ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 




1 


47 


79.7 


79.7 


79.7 




2 


12 


20.3 


20.3 


100.0 




TOTAL 


59 


1Q0.0 > 


100.0 




1.203 
1.000 
.297 
1.000 
33.736 


STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 




.053 

.406 • 
1.512 
2.000 
1.098 


MEDIAN 

VARIANCE 

RANGE 

SUM - 
TO 


1.128 
.165 
1.000 
71.000 
1.309 


59 


- MISSING 


CASES 


0 







| ERJC 



I 



JoSSTABS OF FAMILY AND TV; ' DIARY 
f AGE 12 



04 AUG 



,E FAMTVF3 (CREATION DATE = 04 AUG 81) 



1 
1 
I 

YEGORY LABEL 
RESPONSE 
'^THWHILE 
t^STE OF TIME 

I 

I 

rID CASES 



HOW DID YOU FEEL ABOUT THE PROGRAM 



jAN 
IDE 

JRTOSIS 

INIMUM 
V. P CT 



I 
I 

i 

I 
I 
I 





ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADOUSTED 
FREQ - 
I PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 




0 


1 


1.7. 


1-7 


1.7 




1 


2*1 


35.6 


35.6 


37.3 




2 


5 


8.5 


, **8.5 


45.8 


t 


3 


32 


54.2 


54.2 


100.0 




TOTAL 


59 


100.0 


100.0 




2.153 
3.000 
-1.602 
0 

45.496 


STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 




.127 
.979 
-.431 
3.000 
1.897 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


2.578 
* .959 
3.000 
127.000 
2.408 


59 


MISSING CASES 


0 







n 



.Ess 



.USSTABS OF FAMILY AND TV; DIARY 
PAGE 13 

|e FAMTVF3 (CREATION DATE • 04 AUG 8i) 



I 
I 



WHAT DO YOU LIKE ABOUT THE PROGRAM 



FEGORY LABEL 
RESPONSE 
.'gj SHOW 
tMOTIONAL APPEAL 
JlOROUS . 

«FORMATION 
CAPE 
JoD QUALITY 
LIGHT ENTERTAINMENT 
§SUAL ENJOYMENT, OTH 



t 

1 



•AN 

«DE 
RTOSIS 
NIMUM 
C.V. PCT 



I, 



ID CASES 



5.424 
4.000 
-.975 
0 

82.895 
59 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


rt im 
CUM 

FREQ 

/ opt \ 

(PCT) 


0 


13 


22:0 


22.0 


22.0 


1 


2 


3.4 


3.4 


25.4 


3 


3 


5.1 


5.1 


30. 5 


4 


16 


27.1 


27.1 


57.6 


5 


5 


8.5 


O C 


DO . 1 


8 


1 


1.7 


1.7 


67.8 


9 


• 6 


10.2 


10.2 


78.0 


10 


4 


6.8 


6.8 


84.7 


13 


8 


13.6 


13.6 


98.3 


14 


1 


1.7 


1.7 


100.0 


TOTAL 


59 


100.0 


100.0 




STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 


.585. 
4.496 

.481 
14.000 
4.252 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


4.219 
20.214 
14.000 
320.000 
6.595 


MISSING CASES 


0 







IsSTABS OF FAMILY AND TV; DIARY 
, PAGE 14 

|e FAMTVF3 (CREATION DATE - 04 AUG 81) 
|k WHAT DID YOU DISLIKE ABOUT THE PROGRAM 



04 AUG 81 10.15.12 



CAT! 

I'll 

,M0LE 



n 

JEGORY LABEL 
RESPONSE 
ENCE 
iTLLY, STUPID 

|d moral Values 

continuation 

Wring 

■JoR QUALITY 
NOTHING 

I 



it 



JAN 
DE 
RTOSIS 
MINIMUM 

;|v. pct 

J « /ALIO CASES 



5.203 
0 

-1.838 
0 

99.591 
59 



|l 

i ™ 

|1 
ll 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FftEQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 


0 


0 1 
CI 


35.6 


35. 6 


03.0 


i 
i 


1 


1.7 


1.7 


0/ . J 


2 


10 


16.9 


16.9 




5 


1 


1 7 

.1./ 


i 7 
i • / 


55.9 


7 


2 


3.4 


3.4 


59.3 


8 


1 


1.7 


1.7 


61.0 


9 


• 1 


' " 1.7 


1.7 


62.7 


11 


14 


. 23.7 


23.7 


86.4 


12 


8 


13.6 


13.6 


100.0 


TOTAL 


59 


100.0 


100.0 




STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 




.675 . 
5.182 
.252 
12.000 
3.85.3 


MEpIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


2.250 
26.854 
12.000 
307.000 

6.554 


MISSING CASES 


0 







APPENDIX E 



Results of Direct Observation Methodology 



RJC iu0 



" Iy LIFE AND TV; OBSERVATION OF VIEWING 
rAGE 3 

FAMTVF5 (CREATION DATE » 05 AUG .81) 
r| (JAY OF OBSERVATION 

I 

J^ORY LABEL 

AY' 
,-SDAY 
'§ESDAY 
'HUBS DAY 
%AY 

I 



05 AUG 81 12.-30.08. 



..VTOSIS 

«MUM 
pa 



3.208 
3.000 
• .969 
1.000 
34.365 



II 

i 

ll 

i 

|l 
|l 
tl 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 


on ATTVF 

FREQ 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


1 


1 


4.2 


4.2 


4.2 


2 


4 


16.7 


16.7 


20.8 


3 


12 


50.0 


50.0 


70.8 


4 




16.7 


16.7 


-87.5 


5 


2 


8.3 


8.3 


95.8 


6 


1 


4.2 


4.2 


100.0 


TOTAL 


24 


100.0 


100.0 




STD ERR , 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 




.225 
1.103 

.613 
6.000 
2.743 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


3.083 
1.216 
5.000 
77.000 
3.674 



,ID CASES 24 , MISSING CASES 



0 

ERIC 



Iy LIFE ANO TV; OBSERVATION OF VIEWING 
TOE 4 

T J FAMTVF5 (CREATION DATE - 05 AUG 81) 
: TYPE OF PROGRAM VIEWED 

I 

;mTegory label 
Idy 

LORiilA 
"ety SPECIAL 
l<£ SPECIAL v 

i 

IE FOR TV MOVIE 
IN-FICHON 

I 



05 AUG 81 12.30.08. 



uuuc 

# 


ABSOLUTE 

FRFH 
r r\Cy 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 




Q 


37.5 


37.5 


37.5 


A 


1 

s 6 


25.0 


25.0 


62.5 


5 




8.3 


8.3 


70.8 


7 


• 




d 2 


75.0 


9 




4.2 


4.2 


79.2 


11 




12.5 


12.5 


91.7 

/ 


13 




4.2* 


4.2 


95.8 


15 




4.2 


4.2 


100.0 


TOTAL 


24 


100.0 


100.0 





JTOSIS 
1IMUM 

pa 



.OBI 

I 

r£lQ CASES 



5.750 
3.000 
.359 
3.000 
64.921 

24 



STO ERR .762 

STO DEV 3.733 

SKEWNESS 1.297 

MAXIMUM 15.000 

.95 C.I. 4.174 

MISSING CASES 0 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO' 



4.000 
13.935 
.12.000 
138.000 

7.326 



' I.Y LIFE ANO TV; OBSERVATION OF VIEWING 
PAGE 5 

' | FAMTVF5 (.CREATION DATE 05 AUG 81) 
• Js 01 D HUSBANO CHOOSE PROGRAM 

I 



05 AUG 81 12.30.08. 



1 
I 



GORY LABEL 



«OSIS 
MUM 

cx pct 



ID CASES 



.125 
0 

4.210 
0 

270.266 
24 



ABSOLUTE 
*CODE . FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


. CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 


21 


87.5 


87.5 


87.5 


1 


3 


12.5 


12.5 


1 ftft ft 
100.0 


TOTAL 


24 


100.0 


iftft.fi 

1UU. u 




STD ERR 
* STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 




.069 
.338 
2.422 
1.000 
-.018 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


.071 
.114 
1.000 
3.000 
.268 


MISSING CASES 


0 







l 



* 

1ER.1C 



|y LIFE AND TV; OBSERVATION OF VIEWING 
rAGE .6 

f FAMTVF5 (CREATION DATE » 05 AUG 81) 
*Jj HOW MUCH DID HUSBAND VIEW 

I 

[AljGORY LABEL 

PI 

/ 
#• 

I 

! . 
i 



05 AUG 81 12.30.08. 



RTOSIS 
■IMUM 
I. PCT 



(1 
il 

il 
II 



ID CASES 



1.500 
0 

-.901 
0 

134,775 
. 24 



ABSOLUTE 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FRE.Q 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 13 


54.? 


54.2 


54.2 


' 1 3 


12.5 


12.5 


66.7 


2 1 


4.2 


4.2 


70.8 


3 1 


4.2 


4.2 


75.0 


4 2 . 


8.3 


8.3 


83.3 


5 '4 


16.7 


16.7 


100.0 


TOTAL 24 


100.0 


100.0 




STD £RR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 

< 


.413 
2.022 

.930 
5.000 

.646 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


.423 
4.087 
5.000 
36.000 
. 2.354 


MISSING CASES 


0 







r © 



i'lVUFE ANO TV; OBSERVATION OF VIEWING 
7 

i» J FAMTVF5 (CREATION DATE ■ 05 AUG 81) 
p | WHAT ELSE DID HUSBAND DO 

LABEL 



05 AUG 81 12.30.08. 




IM 



ft 
I 

LAN 



josis 

flMUM 

pa 



It 
I 

I 

9 

i 

I 
I 

ll 



D CASES 



.333 
0 

6.497 
0 

228.416 
24 



♦ 

CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
r kcv 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREO 
. (PCT) 


0 


19 


79.2 


79.2 


79.2 


1 


3 


12.5 


12.5 


91.7 


2 


h 


4.2 


4.2 


95.8 


3 


1 


4.2 «■ 


4.2 


100.0 


TOTAL 


24 


100.0 


100.0 





STD ERR .155 

STD DEV .761 

SKEWNESS 2.555 

MAXIMUM 3.000 

.95 C.I. .012 

MISSING CASES 0 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



.132 
.580 
3.000 
8.000 
.655 



I 



|er|c 



J 



Y LIFE ANO TV; OBSERVATION OF VIEWING 
E 8 

| FAMTVF5 (CREATION OATE ■ 05 AUG 81) 
DID WIFE CHOSE THE PROGRAM 



f 



EGORY LABEL 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 



OSIS 
MUM 

pa 

D CASES 



.292 
0 

-1.145 
0 

159.190 
24 



0 

1_ 

TOTAL 



STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 

.95 CI. 



17 
7 

24 



RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

70.8 

' 29.2 

100.0 



ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

70.8 

29.2 

100.0 



.095 
.464 
.979 
1.000 
.096 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



MISSING (CASES 



CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

.70.8 

100.0 



.206 
.216 
1.000 
7.000 
.488 



05 AUG 81 



12.30.08. 



a 



0 



* 

I 



0 



I 1 

§Y LIFE AND TV; OBSERVATION OF VIEWING 

• AGE 9 < ' , . 

I FAMTVFS . (CREATION DATE^ - 05 AUG 81) 

-|i ' how Much did wife view , ' 
1 IV* 

kiEGORY tABEL 

i 



i 




1 

CODE 


i 

ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


"ADJUSTED 
•.. * FREQ 
. (PCT) 


- CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 


.» . »:\ 

5 


20.8 , 


2Q.8 


20.8 


1 


4 


16.7 


16.7 


37.5 


2 


' - • " 1 


4.2 • 


0 

4,2 


41.7- 


3 


4 


16.7 


16.7 


58.3 


4 


3 


^ 12.5 


12.5 


70,8 


5 


, 7 


29.2 


29.2 


100.0' 


TOTAL 


: 24 


100.0/ 


„ 100.0 





RTOSIS 
$I#IMUM 

[■ P 

VALID CASES 



l/AL 



2.7Q8 
5.000 
-1.613 
0 

7 V 3.427 
24 



STD ERR 

STO dev 

SKEWNESS 



U06 
1.989 
-.174 



MAXIMUM I," 5.000 
.95 CI. 1.869 



MISSING CASES 



MEDIAN . 

VARIANCE 

RANGE 

SUM * 

TO 



3.000 
3.955 
5.000 
65.000 
3.548 



05 AUG 81 



' M.Y LIFE AND TV; OBSERVATION OF^VIEWJJ 
rTOE 10 N 

' J" . FAMTVF5 (CREATION DATE » 05 AUG 81) 
IE WHAT 5 ELSE DID THE^WIFE DO . f 



r 

I, 



•GORY LABEL 
|<ING t 



I 



J)WORK 

HOlCWORK 

Ires 



IE R 



it 




rrosis 

tlMUM 

c.v. pct 



ll 



ID CASES 



3.167 
0 

. -1.580 
0 

113.923 
24 



CODE' 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FRE.Q 
: (PCT) 


^ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
J' (PCT). 


CUM 
r Kui| 
(PCT) 


v 0 


10 


- 41.7 " 


-41.7 


:4i,7 


1 


2 


t 8.3 


8.3 


50. Q 


^ 


3 . 


12:5 


12.5 


62.5 


■ '5 


1 


.4.2 


4.2 


.66.7 


6 




4.2 


4<2 


7b.8 


8 


6 


25.0 


25.0 


95.8 


9 


1 


4.2 


4.2 


100.0 


TOTAL 


24 


iol).o 


100.0 





STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM. 
.95 C.I. 



, .736 
3.608 
1 i 568 
9.000 
1.643 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM . 

TO 



1.500 
13.014 

5.000 
76.000 

4.690 



MISSING CASES 



1.Y LIFE AND TV; OBSERVATION OF VIEWING 
FAMTVF5 (CREATION DATE ■ 05 AUG 81) 



I 

'.-JOS 



DIO CHI Ik 0 1 TCHOOSE PROGRAM 



I 

m'EGORY LABEL 

i 



i 

jOE 

ywosis 

glMUM 

./. PCT 



I 



ID CASES 



.333 
0 

-1.568 
0 

144.463 
24 



CODE' 

.0 
1 

TOTAL 



STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
»95 C.I. 



< , 





RELATIVE- 


ADJUSTED 


ABSOLUTE 


FREQ ' 


FREQ 


FREQ 


(PCT) 


(PCT) 


16 


66.7^ 


66.7 


8 


33.3 


33; 3 ; 


24 


• 100.0 


. 100.0 



.098 
.482 
.755 
1.000 
.130 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM ' 

TO - 



MISSING CASES 



CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

'66.7 

100.0 



.250 
.232' 
y 1.000 
8.000 
.537 



ll 

i 



tlLY LIFE AND TV;< OBSERVATION OF VIEWING 
>AGE 12 ' , • 



IE FAMTVF5 (CREATION DATE = 05 AUG 81) 
I'ElEW HOW MUCH DID CHILD 1 VIEW 

ri' ' 

CATEGORY LABEL 

if 
It 

f ■ 

1 

I 









. 1 




CODE 


AB50LUI t 
.FREQ 


RELATIVE 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FRED 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


" 0 


9 \ 


37.5 


37.5 


37.5 


1 


4 


16.7 


16.7 


54.2 


2 


2 


8,3 


8.3 


62.5 

* • 


■ 3 


2 


8.3 


8.3 


70.8 


4 


3 


12.5 


12.5' 


83.3 


5 


4" 


16.7 


16.7 


100.0 


TOTAL 


24 


100.0 


v 100.0 













IAN. 
IDE 

.xURTOSIS . 

fN'IMUM 
V. PCT 

ID CASES 



jj^L 



1.917 
0 

-1.418 
0 

103.112 
- 24 



STD ERR >403 

STD DEV 1.976 

SKEWNESS .494 

MAXIMUM 5.000 

.95 C.I. • 1.082 

MISSING CASES 0 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE • 
SUM 

TO 



1.250 
3.906 
5.000 
46.000 
2.751 



Ei 

r 



ItLY LIFE AND TV; ; OBSERVATION OF VIEWING 
*GE .13 " 



05 AUG 81 12.30.08. 



FAMTVF5 (CREATION DATE = 05 AUG 81) 
IsE WHAT ESLE DID CHILD 1 DO 

I 



caiegory label 
Phi'ng 

T . 

cAT 
(kYING GAME 



I 

t mi 



rrosis 

MINIMUM 
PCT 



if 

.ALIO CASES 

I 
I 

I ' 

I 

ll 



.542 
0 

5,113 
0 

217.619 
24 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 

\tL \ ) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


\ 


0 

i 


18, 
3 


75.0 
12.5 


75.0 
12.5 


7.5.0 
87.5 


0 


2 


1 


4.2 


4.2 


91.7 




4 


2 


8 3 


8.3 


100.0 




TOTAL 


24 


100.0 


100.0 






STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 




.241 
1.179 
2.411 * 
4.000 

.044 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


.167 
1.389 
4.000 
13.000 
1.039 


K 


MISSING 


CASES 


0 









I 



ierJc 



'|Y LIf£ AND TV; OBSERVATION OF Vl EwiNG 
PAGE 14 

| FAMTVF5 (CREATION DATE * 05 AUG 81) 

1 ' 

\ 
I 

f 



DID CHILD 2 CHOOSE PROGRAM 



;|EGORY .LABEL 

•3 

I 



I 

,.£AN 



TOSIS 
INIMUM 
. PCT 



.1 
I 

I 

t 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
I 
I 



ID CASES 



.292 
0 

-1:145 
0 

159.190 
24 



05 AUG 81 - 12.30.08. 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 

' (PCT) 


• ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) . 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


, 0 


17 


70.8 


70.8 


70.8 


1 


7 


29.2 


29.2 


100.0 


TOTAL 


24 


100.0 


100.0 * 




STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 


s 


, .095 
.464 
.979 

1.000 
.096 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


• .206 
.216 
1.000 
7.000' 
.488 


MISSING 


CASES 


. 0 







|er|c 



J « u 



IILY LIFE AND TV; OBSERVATION OF VIEWING 
AGE 45 

E FAMTVF5 (CREATION DATE = 05 AUG 81) 
HOW MUCH DID CHILD 2 VIEW 



EGORY LABEL 



1 
I 

IflEW 

I 

! 
t 

I 

m 

i TJR1 

ll v 

. .'ALID CASES 

I 

, » * 4 « » - 

I 

I 
I 

} 

I 

ll 



0.5 AUG 81 12.30.08. 



DE 

RTOSIS 
INIMUM 

iv. pa 



1.333 
0 

-.183 
0 

151.083 
24 



RELATIVE ADJUSTED 



CUM 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 


FREQ 
(PCT) 


FREQ 
(PCT) 


FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 14 


58.3 


58.3 


58.3 


1 3 


12.5 


12.5 


70.8 


2 2 ' 


8.3 


8.3 


79.2 


5 5 


20.8 


20.8 


100.0 


TOTAL 24 


100.0 


100.0 




STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 


.411 
2.014 
1.240 
5.000 

.483 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE ' 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


.357 
4.058 
5.000 
32.000 
2.184 


MISSING CASES 


0 







n 



IlLY LIFE AND TV; OBSERVATION OF VIEWING 
AGE 16 



I 

m FAMTVF5 (CREATION DATE - 05 AUG 81) 
|lSE WHAT ELSE DID CHILD 2 DO 



I 

CATEGORY LABEL 
™HING 
"J\D 

tAT 

|dom 

kYING GAME 



RELATIVE 



Pan 

'mode 



CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


FREQ 


0 


17 . 


70.8 


1. 


1 


4*2 


2 


2 


8.3 


-3 


1 


4.2 


[ 4 


3 


12.5 


TOTAL 


24 


100.0 



(RTOSIS 
NIMUM 

v. pa 

ILID CASES 



.833 
0 

4 .684 
0 

175.747 
24 



STD ERR .299 

STD DEV 1.465 

SKEWNESS 1.491 

MAXIMUM 4.000 

.95 C.I. .215 

MISSING CASES 0 



ADJUSTED 
/FREQ 

:• (pct) 

70.8 
v 4.2 
8.3 
4.2 
12.5 
100.0 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

JO 



CUM 
FREQ 

(PCT)» 

70.8 
75.0 
83.3 
87.5 
100.0 



.206 
2.145 
4.000 
20.000 
1.452 



1 



AMILY LIFE AND TV; OBSERVATION OF VIEWING 
ft FAMTVF5 (CREATION DATE - 05 AUG 81) 



IhOS 010 CHILD 3 CHOOSE PROGRAM 



I 

vATEGORY LABEL 

i 



1 



m 

,IOOE 

PTOSIS 
_ IIMUM 

;.v. pa 



V 

;.v 

•Jlid cases 



.042 
0 

24.000 

.0 

489.898 
24 



CODE 
0 
1 

TOTAL 



ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 

23 

1 

? 4 



RELATIVE 
FREQ . 
(PCT) 

95.8 

4.2 

100.0 



ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

95.8 

4.2 

1Q0.0 



STD ERR .042 MEDIAN 

STD DEV .204 VARIANCE 

SKEWNESS 4.899 RANGE 

x MAXIMUM 1.000 SUM 

.95 C.I. -.045 TO 

MISSING CASES 0 



05 AUG 81 12.30.08. 



CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

95.8 

100.0 



.022 
.042 
1.000 
1.000 
.128 



I 



er|c 



1 7., 



I 



AMILY LIFE AND TV; OBSERVATION OF VIEWING 
AAGE 18 

Kl FAMTVF5 (CREATION DATE - 05 AUG 81 )- 
llEW HOW MUCH DID CHILD 3 VIEW 



I 

T 



C0*EGORY LABEL 
% 



if 



Ian 

iode 

fRTOSIS 
NIMUM 
-j..V. PCT 

Alio .cases 

I 



.292 
0 

17.120 
0 

371.190 
24 



» 

I 

t 

|l 

i 

II 



CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 

FREQ 
• (PCT) 


ADJUSTED. 

FREQ 
. (PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 


22 


91.7 


91.7 


91.7 


2 


1 


4.2 


4.2 


95.8 


5 


1 


4.2 


•4.2 


100.0 


TOTAL 


24 " 


100.0 


100.0 





STD ERR .221 

STD DEV 1.083 

SKEWNE-SS 4.067 

MAXIMUM 5.000 

,95 C.I. -.165 

MISSING CASES 0 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



.045 
1.172 
5.000 
7.000 

.749 



05 "AUG 81 12.30.08. 



■ ERIC 



ILY LIFE AND TV; OBSERVATION OF VIEWING 
AGE 19 



1 

K 

Ilse 

I 

■1 



FAMTVF5 (CREATION DATE ? 05 AUG 81) 
WHAT ELSE DID, CHILD 



EGORY UABEL 
HING 



I 

. £AN 
MDE 

Irtosis 

IINIMUM 
,V. PCT 



if 

i 

I 

I 

I 

|l 
I 

|l 
II 



ID CASES 



.042 
0 

24.000 
0 

489.898 
24 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE' FREQ . 



0 
1 

TOTAL 



STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 



23 
1 

24 



MISSING. GASI 



RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

95.8 

4.2 

100.0 . 



.042 
.204 
4.899 
1.000 
-.045 



ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

95.8 

4.2 

100.0 



MEDIAN 
VARfANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



. 05 AUG 81 12.30.08. 



CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

96.8 

100.0 



.022 
.042 
1.000 
1.000 
.128 



:RLC 



17 o 



I 

i 
i 
i 

■ 



IILY LIFE AND TV; OBSERVATION OF VIEWING 
AGE -20 w 

E FAMTVF5 (CREATION DATE » 05 AUG 81) 

* » 

HOS DID CHILD 4 CHOOSE PROGRAM 



EGORY LABEL 



N 



.OJRTOSIS 

flMUM 
•C.I. 



ir 

I 
l 
l 
I 
l 
I 
I 
I 



LID CASES 



\ 



0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

24 



. • ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 



0 

TOTAL 



STD ERR 
STD DE-V 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
TO 



24 
24 



MISSING CASES 



RELATIVE ADJUSTED 



FREQ 
(PCT) 

100.0 

100.0 



0 
0 
0 
0 
0 



FREQ 
(PCT) 

100.0 

100.0 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE " 
SUM 



CUM 

FREX) 
(PCT) 

100.0 



0 
0 
0 
0 



I 



.AMILY LIFE AND TV; OBSERVATION OF VIEWING 
,GE 21 



r 



FAMTVF5 (CREATION DATE » 05 AUG 81) 



IEW HOW MUCH*DID CHILD 4 VIEW 



i 
i 

CMEGORY LABEL 

I 
I 

mAn 

WE 

,>URTOSIS 

Mgin 



I 
¥ 



c.i. 

ID CASES 



0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

24 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 



- 0 
TOTAL 



STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
TO 



24 
24 



MISSING CASES 



RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

100.0 

100.0 



ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

100.0 

100.0 



0 
0 
0 
0 
0 



V. MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 

RANGE 

SUM 



OS AUG 81 12.30.08. 



CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

100.0 



0 . 
0 

I 



1 

1 

I 



I 



AMILY LIFE ANO TV; OBSERVATION OF VIEWING 
KE, 22 



1 



FAMTVF5 (CREATION DATE » 05 AUG 81) 



1SE WHAT ELSE DID CHILD 4 DO 



I 

CjEGORY LABEL 
..OTHING 

I 



,An 

WE 



■UJRTOSIS 
MWIMUM 
96 C.I. 



t 



ID CASES 



0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

24 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 



0 

TOTAL 



STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
TO 



24 
24 



MISSING CASES 



RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

100.0 

100.0 



0 
0 
0 
0 
0 



ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

100^0 

100.0 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE " 
SUM 



i 



IP AGE 3 



i ^1 

i 
i 
i 

1 
i 

i 

t 
I 



I L Y LIFE AND' TV £ OBSERVAT I ON OF CONVERSATIONS 

3 • ' • - : 

FAMTVF6 (CREATION DATE. 06 ABG.81) " 
TIME OF OBSERVATION 



TEGQRY LABEL 



IAN 

IDE 

IRTOSIS 
NIMUM 
V. PCT 



M.-ID CASES 



7.333 

7.000 

7.251' 

7.000 

9.436 

"' 72 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE . FREQ , 



7 

. 8 
TOTAL 



STD ERR 1 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 



54 
15 
3 

72 



RELATIVE ^ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

75.0 

f 

20.. 8 
4.2 
100.0 



FREQ 
(PCT) 

75.0 

20.8 

4.2 

100.0 



.082 
.692 
2.594 
10,000 
7.171 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



: CUM 
-FREQ 
(PCT) 

75.0 

95.8 „ 

100.0 



7.167 
.'479 
3.000 
528.000 
7.496 



MISSING CASES 



IILY LIFE AND TV; jOBSERVATJON OF CONVERSATIONS 

AGE 4 ; v , . ' '". . ■ 



FAMTVF6 (CREATION DATE > 06 AUG 81) 

, . .| V,' 

1g * " KIND 'oF TV> PROGRAM VIEWED . , v ,. 



I 



GATE 

Ime 



JEGORY LABEL 
DY * 



•Jama 

variety special 

|wS SPECIAL 

Is "' ' • 
DE FOR TV MOVIE 

|ws 

rfON-FICTION 

I 



£an 

40DE 

fRTOSIS . 
NIMUM 
.A. PCT 

B\LID CASES 



8.347 
15.000 
-1.621 

3JJ00 
58.281 - 

72 



CODE 



ABSOLUTE 
• FREQ 



RELATIVE. 

FREQ 
v (PCT) 



.ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 



' . •• 


" .15 


20.8 


20.8 


4 « 


15 

« 


20.8; 


t 

v20.8 


5 


4 


5.6/ \ 


5*6 > 


7 


1 


1.4 


1.4 


9 * 


- 8 . 


11.1 


* 11.1 


11 


8 


,11.1 


' 11.1 


13 


3 


4.2 • 


4.2 1 * 


15 • 


18' 


25.0. 


25.0 


TOTAL 


72 


.100.0, 


100.0 



STD ERR ' .573 

STD DEV 4.865 

SKEWNESS. . .261 

MAXIMUM' 15.000 

.95 CI. 7.204 

MISSING CASES 0 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
, RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



CUM, 
FREQ * 
(PCT) 

20. 8 

41.7 

. \ 

48.6 
59.7 
70.8 
75.0 
100.)) 



8.625 
23.666 
12.000 
601.000 
9.490 



tILY LIFE AND TV; OBSERVATION OF CONVERSATIONS 

AGE 5 -\ \ 



E FAMTVF6 (CREATION DATE, 
' FAMILY CONVERSATION' 



I 

1 
i 

1EGORY LABEL 
E t 
•JWEtfCIAL 

PROGRAM 

I 

Ian 

10DE 

fRTOSIS 
NIMUM 
,.V. PCT 



06 AUG 81) 



CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
.FREQ 


RELATIVE ~ 
■ FREQ . 
(PCT) 


adjusted 
freo. 

(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 


- 3 


*.2, 


'4.2 


* 4.2 


• 1 




19.4 


19.4 


23.6 


. 2 


55 


76.4 


76.4 


100.0 


TOTAL 


'. 72 


100.0 


100.0 





1.722 
2.000 
2.512 
0 

31.158 



STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 



.063 MEDIAN 

.537 VARIANCE 

-1.821 A RANGE 

2.000 V SUM 

1.596 TO 



« 1.845 
.288 
2.000 
124.000 
1.848 



06 AUG 81 12.20.01. 



i, * 



|t ID CASES 72 * MISSING CASES .... 0 



ILY LIFE AND TV; OBSERVATION OF CONVERSATIONS 

AGE 6 . " /" - 

E FAMTVF6 (CREATION DATE = 06 AUG 81) 
PERSON INITIATING CONVERSATION 



Si 

t 
I 
I 

CATEGORY LABEL 

.^BAND 
WIFE 
llLD ■ 

J 

« VALID CASES 

I 



IDE 

JRTOSIS 

[NIMUM 

|V.>CT- 



2.542 
3.000 
1.256 
' 0 
29.485 



\ 



72 



CODE 


Mo jULU 1 u 

FREQ 


RELATIVE 

PRpn 
r 

(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREO 
(PCT) 


' CUM 
FREQ- 
(PCT) 


, 0 


• - 4 


1.4 


1.4 


1.4 


' 1 


8 


11.1 


' 11.1 ' 


12.5 


2 


14 


19.4 


19.4 


31.9 


3 


49 


68.1 


68.1 


100.0 


TOTAL 


72 


100.0 


100.0 





STD ERR .088 

STD DEV .749 

SKEWNESS -1.488 

MAXIMUM 3.000 

.95 C.I. 2.366 

MISSING CASES 0 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



2.765 
* .562 
* 3.000 
1 83-. 000 
2.718 



I 



. AMILY LIFE AND TV; OBSERVATION OF CONVERSATIONS 
'AGE v7 



06 AUG 81 12.20.01. 



E FAMTVF6 (CREATION DATE = 06 AUG 81) 
PERSON SPOKEN TO \ ' 



I 

TO 

I 

OJTEGORY LABEL 
•JsBAND 

ILD 

I 

.oil 

i 

i 

I 
I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



IAN 
)DE 

JRTOSIS 

JNIMUM 
V. PCT 

irfALID CASES 



» 1.819 
* 2.000 
-.676 
0 

49.955^ 
72 



absolute 
Code -freq 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 

[VL\ ) 


CUM 
FREQ 


0 


6 


8.3 


8.3 

4 


8.3 


l 


19, 

I 

29 


26.4 


26.4 


34.7 


2 


40.3 


40:3 


75.0 , 


3 


18- 




25 0 


100.0 


TOTAL 


72 


100.0 


' 100.0 




STD ERR 
•STD DEV - 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 




.107 
.909 
.-.324 
3.000 
1.606 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM . 

TO 


1.879 ' 
' .826 
3.000 

131. ooa > 

2.033 


MISSING CASES 


0 







I 

I 

I 

CATEGORY LABEL 



ULY LIFE ANO TV; OBSERVATION OF CONVERSATIONS 
.PAGE 8 

E FAMTVF6 (CREATION DATE * 06 AUG 81) 

. " . > 

TOPIC OF CONVERSATION 



06 AUG 81 12.20.01. 



U%ER 

I 



iGRAM *v 
RCIAL 



t 

KURTOSIS 

fNIMUM 1 
V. PCT . 

^ 

ILID CASES 



it. 

■ 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

v " 

I 
I 



1.1 . 
1.000 

-1.908 

1.000 

52.044 

72 



ERIC 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 

(pay 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


1 ' 


39 


' ' 54.2 


• 54.2. 


54.2 


2 ,. . 


4 


5.6 


5.6 


59.7 


3 


29 


40.3 ' 


40.3 


100.0 


TOTAL 


72 100.0 


* 100.0 




STD, ERR, 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
, .95 C.I. 




.114 
.969 
.286 
3.000 
1.634 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

. TO 


1.423 
.938 
2.000, 
134.000 
2.089 

Ok 


MISSING CASES 


-0 







J 8-i 



RlLY LIFE AND TV; OBSERVATION OF CONVERSATIONS 
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1:E FAMTVF6 (CREATION DATE - 06 AUG 81) 
§JT * CONTENT OF CONVERSATION 



I 

CATEGORY LABEL 

Hi-TV RELATED 

•JS EVAL OF PROGRAM 

VOS EVAL OF COMM 

|g EVAL OF PROGRAM 

iG EVAL OF COMM 
pln of content 
: Jestion-response 

' OTHER 

I 



AN 

IDE 

IRTOSIS 
NIMUM 
,.V. PCT 

ALID CASES 



2.694 
0 

-1.329 
0 

105.643 
72 



CODE 
0. 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

. 7 
8 

TOTAL 



STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 



ABSOLUTE 
FRE( 



RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


41.7 


41.7 


41.7 


19.4 


19.4 


.61.1 


4.2 


4.2 


65.3 


4.2 - 


4.2 


69.4 


1.4 - 


1.4 


70.8 


12.5 


12.5 


83.3, 


13.9 


13.9 


97.2 


2.8 


2.8 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 





MISSING CASES- 



335 
.846 
534 
000 
026 

0 



MEDIAN 

VARIANCE 

RANGE 

SUM " 

TO 



1.929 
8.103 
8: 000 
194.000 
3.363 



if 



APPENDIX F 



Results of Audio Tape Observation Methodology 



/ 



ERIC 



i6o 



I 



ILY LIFE AND TV; 
AGE 2 



AUDIO OBSERVATION 



06 AUG 81 13.13.49. 



E FAMTVF7 (CREATION DATE - 06 AUG 81) 
TOTAL ELASPED TIME 'SECS' OF TV ON 



rE GORY LABEL 


ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


adjusted 
fre'q 

(PCT) - 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 




124 1 


9.1 


9.1 


9.1 


1 ' ' 

ccrfiNrK X 10 


160 1 


9.1 


9.1 


18.2 




326 1 


9.1 


9.1 


27.3 




330 1 


9.1 


9.1 


36.4 




-355-^ 1 


9.1 


9.1 


45.5 




360 V 1 


9.1 


9.1 


54.5 


\ 
1 


561 / 1 


9.1 


9.1 


63.6 




570 1 


9.1 


9.1 


72.7 




604 1 


9.1 


9.1 


81.8 




700 ■ 1 


9.1 


9.1 


90.9 




720 1 


9.1 


9.1 


100.0 




TOTAL 11 


100.0 


100.0 





MEAN 

Bde 

Ijrtosis 

MINIMUM 

v. pa 

VALID CASES 



437.273 
124.000 

-1.236 
124.000 

46.942 

11 



STD ERR , 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM* 
.95 C.I. 



61.889 
205.264 
-.086 
720.000 
299.375 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



360.000 
42133.218 
596.000 
4810.000 
575.171 



MISSING CASES 



ERJC 



J8; 



.1] 

I 



/ AUDIO OBSERVATION 
E FAMTVF7 (CREATION DATE » 06 AUG 81) 



HLY LIFE AND TV; 
>AGE 3 



K CUMULATIVE TALK TIME IN SECONDS 



EGORY LABEL 
SECONDS X 10 



\ 



AN 
IDE 

;urtosis 

NIMUM 

v. pa 



r 



ID CASES 



63.727 
0 

2.572 
0 

121.642 
11 



0 

ERIC 



CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 


' 1 


9.1 
i 

9.1 


9.1. 


9.1 


1 


1 


9.1 


18.2 


9 


1 


9.1 


9.1 


27.3 


14 


1 


9.1 


•9.1 ' 


36.4 


18 


1 


9.1 


9.1 


45.5 


21 


1 


• 9.1 


• 9.1 




72 




9.1 


9.1 


63.6 


76 




9.1 


9.1 


72.7 


95 




9.1 


9.1 


81.8 


144 




9.1 


9.1 


90.9 


251 




'9.1 


9.1* 


100.0 


TOTAL 




100.0 


100.0 





STD'ERR 23 

STD DEV 77 

SKEWNESS 1 

MAXIMUM 251 

.95 C.I. U 

MISSING CASES 



.373 
.519 
.614 
.000 
.649 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



21.000 
6009.218 
251.000 
701.000 
115.805 



1 8 



06 AUG 81 13.13.49 




I 



. AMILY LIFE AND TV; 
AGE 4 



AUDIO OBSERVATION 
IE FAMTVF7 (CREATION DATE - 06 AUG 81) 
1 TALK TIME AS X OF TV ON TIME 



06 AUG 81 , 13.13.49 



PERCENT 



I 
I 

i 

CJEGORY LABEL 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

i 

i 
I 

' Ian 

ibOE 

fRTOSIS • 
NIMUM 
-.V. PCT 

JU. ID CASES 

| 

I 

I 



9 

ERIC 



13.727 
• 0 
.825 
0 

9.0.641 
11 



MISSING CASES 



AD Cm 1 TTZ 

CODE FREQ 


RELATIVE 
r klij 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREO 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 1 . 


9.1 

4 


9.1 


9.1 


1 1 


9.1. 


9.1 


18.2 


2 ; 1 


9.1 


9.1 


27.3 


5 1 


•9,1 


9.1 


36.4 


6 1 


9.1 


9.1 


45.5 


15 1" 


9.1 


9.1 


54.5 


18 1 


9.1 


9.1 


63.6 


20 1 


9.1 


9.1 


72.7 


21 {j 1 


9.1 


9.1 


81.8 


22 . 1* 


9.1 






41 1 


9.1 


9.1 


100.0 


TOTAL 11 


100.0 


100.0 




STP ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 


3.752 
12.443 
.899 
41.000 

5.368 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


♦ 

15.000 
154.818 

41.000 
151.000 

22.086 



18,; 



I 

i 



s 



ILY LIFE AND .TV ; 
1A6E 5 



AUDJO OBSERVATION 
FAMTVF7 (CREATION DATE » 06 AUG 81) 

-t . » 

CUMULATIVE TIME TALKING ABOUT PROGRAM 



SECONDS X 10 



Is 

I 

CjJEGORY LABEL 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

J 

Uan 

iflDE 

jIrtosis 

INIMUM 
^V. PCT 

J. 
I 
I 
I 

» 

I 
I 



1 ID CASES 



11.455 
0 

1.980 
0 

131.959 
11 



CODE 


ad crtl iite 

no JUL U 1 £ 

' FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREO 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT)- 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PtT) 


0 


5 


45.5 


45.5 


45.5 


. 6 


1 


9.1 


9.1 


54.5 


12 




951 


9.1 


63.5 


13 




9.1 


9.1 


72.7 


21 




9.1 


9.1 


81.8 


,27 




9.1 


9.1 


90.9 


47 




9.1 


/9.1 

* 


100.0 


TOTj^C 


11 


100.0 


• 100.0 





STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWN&SS 
MAX IBM 
.95 C.I. 



4.557 
15.115 

1.482 
47.000" 

1.300 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM^ 

TO 



MISSING CASES 




6.000 
228.473 

47.000 
126.000 

21.609 



. AMIJ.Y LIFE AND TV; 
AGE '6 



I 
I 



AUDIO OBSERVATION 
E FAMTVF7 (CREATION DATE » 06 AUG 81) 
2 PROGRAM TALK -AS % OF TOTAL TALK TIME 



06 AUG 81 13.13.49, 



PERCENT 



Cy-EGORY LABEL 

I 
I 

I ' 

I • 

J. 

i 

'Ian 23.273 

. 40DE 0 

VRTOSIS ,1.118 

NIMUM 0 

;;.V. PCT 139.31.5 

|lLID CASES 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



CODE 

, 0 
8 
9 

11 
17 
49 
67 
' 95 
TOTAL 



STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 



ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 



RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

* 36.4 

9.1 

9.1 

9.1 

9.1. 
9-1 ' 
9.1 
100.0 



9.776 
32.422 

1.473 
95.000 

1.491 



11 'MISSING CASES 



ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

36.4 
9.1 
9.1 - 
9.1 
9.1 
9.1 

• 9.1 
9.1 « 

100. 0 



MEDIAN' 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

T(h 



FRir 



19i 



CUM 
FREQ. 
(PCT) 

36.4 

45.5 

54. "5 

63.6 

72.7* 

81.8 

90.9 

100.0 



9.000 
1051.218 

95.000 
.256.000 

45.054 



i 



SECONDS X 10 



IlILY LIFE AND TV; " AUDIO OBSERVATION 

AGl 7 

E ' FAMTVF7 (CREATION DATE ■ 06 AUG 81) 

lo * CUMULATIVE TIME TALKING ABOUT N0N-PR06RA 

I 

CATEGORY LABEL 

T 
I 
I 
I 

I 

I 

I 

1- 

I 

Ian 

fDE 
RTOSIS 
NIMUM 

•c.v. pa 

I 



'a- 

CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) . 


CUM 

FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 


2 


18.2 


18.2 


1 O 0 


1 


1 : 


9.1 


9.1 


c/ • 4 


6 


1 




9.1 


JO • H 


8 


1 




Q 1 

9. 1 




21 


1 




Q 1 

7.1 


-54 5 


48 




9.1 


9-1 


63.6 


63 




' 9.1 


~ 9.1 


72.7 


66 


• 


9.1 


9.1 


81.8 


144 




9.1 


9.1 • 


90.9 


>}Z3 






9.1 


lOO.Ov 


TOTAL 


11 


' 100.0 ' 


100.0 





ID CASES 



52.727 
0 

2.462 
0 

135.513 
11 



STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM- 
.95 C.I. 



21.544 
71.452 

1.690 
223.000 

4.725 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 

SUM . 



J 



21.000,. 
5105.418 
223i000 
580.000 
100.730 



MISSING CASES 



WILY LIFE AND TV; 
PAGE 8 



. AUDIO OBSERVATION 

W5E 8 

|.E FAMTVF7 (CREATION DATE = 06 AUG 81) 
|3 



06 AUG 81 13.13.49. 



OTHER TALK TIME AS % OF TOTAL TALK TIME 



I 

CATEGORY LABEL 

I 



I 
I 
I 

I 
I 



PERCENT 



I 

MEAN 

BDE 
RTOSIS 

'minimum 

V. .PCT 



< VALID CASES 

I. .... 
I 

I 

t 

I 
I 



67.000 
100.000 
-.757 
0 

57.825 
11 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 


nn attwc 

RELATIVt 
FREQ 

( DPT \ 

I PCT) 


an HKTFn 

FREQ 
V" vi ; 


CUM 

FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 1 


" #. ■ 

y . i 


q i 

7 • X 


9 1 


4 1 


y . i 


Q 1 
7 • X 


18.2 


32 1 


q i 
y . i 


q i 

7 • X 


27.3 


en 1 
bll x 


9 1 

7 • X 


9.r 


36.4 


82 1 


9.1 


9.1- 


• 45.5 


- "88 1 


9.1 


9.1 


54.5 


90 1 


9.1 


9.1 


63.6 


91 < 1 


J,l 


9.1 


72.7 


100 3 


27.3 


27.3 


100. 0 


TOTAL 11 , 


100.0 


100.0 




STD ERR 11.681 
STD DEV 38.743 
SKEWNESS -.950 
MAXIMUM 100.000 
.95 C.I. 40.972 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


88.000 
1501.000 
100.000 
737.000 
93.028 


MISSING CASES 


0 







!9o 



v. ■ 



APPENDIX G 

Results of Video Tape Observation Methodology 

V 



L 7 



1 



ERIC 



\ 



>.(lLY LIFE AND TV; VIDEO OBSERVATION i 
PAGE 2 

|e FAMTVF8 (CREATION DATE ■ -. 07 AUG 81) 
' |R PARENT TO PARENT PROGRAM DISCUSSION 

I 

CATEGORY LABEL 

I 

:m seconds of 

CONVERSATION 

I 
I 
I 

v 

VAl 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 



07 AUG 81 11.17.01. 



CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


DCI ATT VP 
Kt L M 1 1 V t 

FREQ 
(PCT) 


FREQ 


niM 
FREQ 


U 








50 0 


5 


0 


10.0 


io:o 


60.0 


15 




ln.o 


10.0 


70.0 


22 




10.0 ' 


10.0 


80 .^Q 


71 




m.o. 


10. D * 


90.0 


*87 




10.0 


j^lO.O 


100.0 


TOTAL 


10 


100.0 


100. 0 





IT0SIS 
.NIMUM 
1JV. PCT 

'VALID CASES 



20.000 
0 

1.283 
0 

161.107 
10 



STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 



10.189 
32.221 
1.619 
87.000 
-3.050 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



.500 
1038.222 
87.000 
200.000 
43.050 



MISSING CASES. 



19. ) 



IILY LIFE AND TV; VIDEO OBSERVATION 
AGE 3 

E FAMTVF8 (CREATION DATE = 07 AUG 81 )v 
PARENT TO PARENT OTHER DISCUSSION 



I 

It 
I 

(JTEGORY LABEL v 

I 
I 
I 
I 



07 AUG 81" 11.17.01. 



SECONDS OF 
CONVERSATION 



I 

' MEAN 

SDE 
RTOSIS 
• 1INIMUM • 
lV. PCT 



I 
i 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



ALID CASES 



71.700 
0 

-.406 
0 

Ua.,039' 

10 



RELATIVE 
ABSOLUTE FREQ 
CODE ' FREQ (PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 4 40.0 


40.0 


40.0 


31 1 10.0 

) 


10.0 


50.0 


All 1 10 0 


10.0 


60.0 


106 1 10.0 


10.0 


70.0 


115 1 10.0 


lcr.o 


80.0 


188 . 1 10.0 


10.0. 


90.0 


230 1 10.0 
A — 

TOTAL \y 100,0 


10.0 
100.0 


100.0 


STD ERR 26.764 • 
STD DEV , " 84.634 
SKEWNESS .940 • 
MAXIMUM ' ' 230.000 
.95 C.I. 11.157 

* * 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


31.500 
7162.900 
230.000 
717.000 
132.243 


MISSING CASES 0 













ILY LIFE AND TV; VIDEO OBSERVATION 

PAGE \4 ' « 

E FAMTVF8 (CREATION DATE * 07 AUG 81) 

R PARENT TO CHILD PROGRAM DISCUSSION 



TEGORY LABEL 



SECONDS OF 
CONVERSATION 



,€AN 
DE 



8.500 
0 

RTOSIS -1.300 
NIMUM 0 
V. PCT. 105.701 



LID CASES 



10 



i 



ERIC 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ* 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 


3 


30.0 


30.0 


30.0 


3 


1 


10.0 


10.0 


40.0 


5 


2 


on n 

C\Jm U 




50 0 

WW • w 


10 


1 


10.0 


10.0 


70.0 


19 


1 


10.0 


10.0 


80.0 


20 


1 


10.0 


.10.0 


90.0 


23 


1 


10.0 


10.0 


100.0 


TOTAL 


10 


100.0 


100.0 




STD ERR 
STO DEV 
S^EWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 


2.841 
8.985 
.696 
23.000 
.2.073 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


5.000 
80.722 
23.000 
• 85.000 
14.927 


' MISSING CASES 


0 • 







1SV 



07 AUG 81 11.17.01, 



llLY LIFE AND TV; VIDEO OBSERVATION 
PAGE 5 • 

|e FAMTVF8 (CREATION DATE « 07 AUG* 81) 
Jt PARENT TO "CHILD OTHER DISCUSSION 



I 

CATEGORY LABEL 

I 



07 AUG 81 11.17.01. 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

ME, 

1 

.41 

! 
i 

i 

i 

i 

I 



SECONDS OF 
CONVERSATION 



MEAN 

IDE 
RTOSIS 
'MINIMUM 
|V. PCT 

ALIO CASES 



68.500 
10.000 
.704 
0 

107.769 
10 



CODE 


nri ATTWC 

RELATIVt 
ABSOLUTE FREQ 

rnr-rv /DPT\ 

FREQ (PCT) 


An tIKTFh 

FREQ 
\rL\ ) 


• FREQ 
f PCT) 


0 


i inn 
1 10.0 


inn 
1U. u 


10 0 


2 


1 inn 
1 1U.U 


inn 


20 0 


10 


o on n 
Z £U.U 


?0 0 


40.0 


CO 


1 10 0 


10.0 


50.0 


64 


1 10.0 


10.0 


60.0 


100 


1 10.0 


10.0 


70.0 


122 


1 10.0 


"lO.O 


80.0 


124 


1 10.0 


10.0 


90T.0 


225 


1 10.0 


10.0 


100.0 


TOTAL 


10 ~ 100.0 


100.0 




STD ERR 23.344 
STD DEV 73.821 
SKEWNESS 1.072 
MAXIMUM 225.000 
.95 C.I. 15.691 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO ' 


28.500 
5449.611 
225.000 
685.000 
121.309 



MISSING CASES 



9 

ERIC 



ILY LIFE AND TV; VIDEO OBSERVATION 
AGE 6 



07 AUG 81 11.17.01. 



|E FAMTVF8 (CREATION DATE. « 07 AUG 81) 
\R CHILD TO PARENT PROGRAM DISCUSSION 



cRe 



CATEGORY LABEL 

I 



I 
I 
I 
I 

il 
I 

KU 

1 
.1 
I 
I 

I 
I 

I 



SECONDS OF 
CONVERSATION 



■AN 
JDE 

KURTOSIS 

IN I MUM 
V. PCT 

LID CASES 



47.100 
0 

4.100 

_0 
125.509 

10 



9 

ERIC 



CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
- FREQ 
(PCT) 


n 




30.0 


30.0 


30.0 


20 

Cm \J 




io.o 


10.0 


40.0 


24 




10.0 . 


10.0 


50.0 


33 




1U.U 


1U.U 


60 0 


50 




10.0 


.10.0 


70.0 


61 




10.0 


10.0 


80.0 


90 




10.0 


10.0 


90.0 


193 




10.0 


10.0 


100.0 


TOTAL 


10 


100.0 


100.0 





STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 



18.694 
59.115 

1.909 
193.000 

4.812 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

- TO 



24.500 
3494.544 
193.000 
471.000 

89.388 



MISSING CASES 



I9d 



.1] 

I 



ILY LIFE AND TV; VIDEO OBSERVATION 
AGE 7 

E FAMTVF8 (CREATION DATE » 07 AUG 81) 



CHILD TO PARENT OTHER DISCUSSION 



■ 

CATEGORY LABEL 


CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


•RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ . 
(PCT) 


fS | 111 

CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 




0 


1 


10.0 


10.0 


10. 0 




5 




10.0 


10.0 


20.0 


SECONDS OF 


12 


1 


10.0 . 


10.0 


30.0 


1 CONVERSATION 


64 


1 


10.0 


10.0 


40.0 ■ 




81 


1 


10.0 


10.0 


50.0 


| 


. 96 




<* 

10.0 . 


10.0 


60.0 


H 


100 




10.0 


10.0 „ 


. 70.0 


i 


130 




10.0 


10.0 


80.0 




139 




10.0 


10.0 


90.0 


1 


331 




10.0 


10.0 


100.0 




TOTAL 


10 


100.0 


100.0 





AN 

'DE 

RTOSIS 
NIMUM 
V. PCT 

LID CASES 



95.800 
0 

3.838 
0 

100.873 
10 



STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 



30.559 
96.637 
. 1.674 
331.000 
26.670 



MEDIAN ' 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



81.500 
9338.622 
331.000 
958.000 
164.930 



MISSING CASES 



07 AUG 81 11.17.01. 



ILY LIFE AND TV; VIDEO OBSERVATION 
PAGE 8 

E FAMTVF8 (CREATION DATE » 07 AUG 81) 



CHILD TO CHILD PROGRAM DISCUSSION 



tfEGORY LABEL 


CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 




0 


8 


80.0 


80.0 


80.0 


1 SECONDS OF 


5 


. ' 1 


10.0 


10.0 


90.0 


CONVERSATION 


61- 


1 


10.0 


10.0 


100.0 


ft 


TOTAL 


10 


100.0 


100.0 





07 AUG 81 



11.17.01. 



lAN 
DE 

KURTOSIS 
NIMUM 
V. PCT 

L INCASES 



6.600 
0 

9.813 
0 

290.586 
10 



STD ERR 6.065 

STD DEV 19.179 

SKEWNESS 3.124 

MAXIMUM 61.000 

.95 C.I. -7.120 

MISSING CASES 0 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



.125 
367.822 
61.000 
66.000 
20.320 



2i) k 



ILY LIFE AND TV; VIDEO OBSERVATION 
AGE 9 

E FAMTVF8 (CREATION DATE » 07 AUG 81) 
iT CHILD" TO CHILD OTHER DISCUSSION 



% ATFGORY LABEL 


ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 


DCI ATTUC 

RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


an HKTFn 

FREQ 
(PCT) 


FREQ 
(PCT) 




0 


7 


70.0 


70.0 


70.0 


■ SECONDS OF 


. 32 


1 


10.0 


10.0 


80.0 


CONVERSATION 


78 


1 


10.0 


10.0 


90.0 




'82 


1 


10.0 


' 10.0 


100.0 




TOTAL 


10 


100.0 


100.0 




MEAN* 19.200 
WOE 0 
iRTOSIS ,553 
MINIMUM • 0 
■ V. PCT 174 .'870 


STD ERR 
STD DEV 
' SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 


10. 
33. 

1, 
«2. 
-4. 


617 
575 
481 
000 
818 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


.214 
1127.289 
82.000 
192.000 
43.218 


;alio cases 10 


MISSING 


CASES 


0 







07 AUG 81 11.17.01. 



ILY LIFE AND TV; VIDEO OBSERVATION 
PAGE 10 

E FAMTVF8 * (CREATION DATE - 07 AUG 81) 
TOTAL. ELAPSED TIME 'SECS' TV ON 



CATEGORY LABEL 



07 AUG 81 11.17.01. 



SECONDS X 100 





ABSOLUTE 
FREO 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
* FREQ 
(PCT) 


■ CUM 
FREQ 
(RCT) 


cl 


1 
1 


10 0" 


10.0 


10.0 


oo 


c 


20 0 


20.0 


30.0 


Q7 




10.0 


10.0 


40.0 


108 


* 


10.0 


10.0 


50.0 


111 




10.0 


10.0 


ou.u 


140 




10.0 


10.0 


70.0 


155 




10.0. • 


10.0 . 


'80.0 


190 




10.0 


10.0 . 


90.0 


432 




10.0 


10.0 


100.0 


TOTAL 


10 


100.0 


100.0 





MEAN 
DE 

RTOSIS 
MINIMUM 

&v. pa 



LID CASES 



142.600 
86.000 
5.968 
21.000 
78.099 

10 



STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 



35.218 
111.369 
2.214 
432.000 

62.931 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



108.500' 
12403.156 
411.000 
1426.000 
222.269 



MISSING CASES 



A 



iBlLY LIFE AND TV; VIDEO OBSERVATION 
PA6E| 11 S 

|e FAMTVF8 (CREATION DATE - 07 AUG 81) 



07 AUG 81- 11.17.01. 



CUMULATIVE TALK TIME IN SECONDS 



I 

CATEGORY LABEL 

I 



SECONDS OF 
CONVERSATION 



I 
I 
I 
I 

i 

il 
I 

|* 

Ian 

MODE " 

fRTOSIS 
NIMUM 
•J.V. PCT 

|lID CASES 

I 
I 
I 
I 

Er|c 



'337.400 
14.000 
-1.194 
14.000 
81.932 

.10 



CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
. FREQ 
. (PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 

FREQ 
/ opt\ 


14 


l ' 


• 

10.0 


10.0 


inn 
1U. U 


92 


1 


10.0 


1 n. n 

10:0 


on n 


139 


1 


10.0 


inn 
10.0 




153 


1 


10.0 


inn 
10.0 


An n 
HU. u 


167 

r 


1 


inn 
10. U 


inn 


qn n 
□vj . yj 


254 




10.0 


10.0 . 


60.0 


509 


V 


10.0 


10.0 


.. 70.0 


605 




10.0 


10.0. 


80.0 


623 




10.0 


10.0 


9'0.0 


818 




10.0 


10.0 


100.0 


TOTAL 


10* 


100.0 


100.0 





STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS' 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 



87.418 
276.439 
' , 594 

818.000 
139.648 



MEDIAN 167.500 

VARIANCE 76418.489 

RANGE 804.000 

SUM 3374.000 

T0> 535.152 



MISSING CASES 



.llLY LIFE AND TV; VIDEO OBSERVATION 
PAGE 12 

§E FAMTVF8-J (CREATION DAT£ = 07 'AUG 81) 
Jl\ . TALK TIME AS PERCENT OF TV ON TIME 

I 

categ6ry label 

I 



07 



11.17.01. 



PERCENT 



Ian 

MODE' - 
PTOSIS 

Jnimum 

?V. PCT 



I 
I 
I 
I 

MO 

'JlLID CASES 

i 
I 

I 

t 

I 

I 

I 



5.400 
1.000 

-1.236- 
1.000 

83.420 

40 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE « FREQ 


* RELATIVE 
FREQ 


ADJUSTED 
F.REQ 
A r ^' 1 


LUn 
FREfj 0 

fPCTr 


.1 


4- 


40.0 


■ 40.0 


; 4o.o 


2 


-.1 


. 10,0 


1 10.0 v 


50.0 


3 


2 


20.0 


20.0 


70.0 


7 


2 


20.0 


20.6 


- 90.0 • 


8 


1 


10.0 


ld.o 


100.0 


TOTAL 


10 1 


lob. o 


100.0 




STD ERR 
STD DEV 
- SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 




.897 
2.836 

.806 
8.000 
1.371 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

. TO 


2/500 
8.044 
7.000 
34.000 
5.429 


MISSING 


CASES 


* 0 







ERIC 



J 



205 



/ 



SECONDS OF 
CONVERSATION j. 



jJllLY LIFE AND TV; VIDEO OBSERVATION 
PAGE 13 

f E FAMTVF8 (CREATION DATE = 07 AUG 81) . 
|g CUMULATIVE TINE ^TALKING ABOUT PROGRAM 

I 

CAjEGOR^ LABEL 

I 
I 
I 
I 

■ 
1 

!an 

MODE 

IRTOSIS 
NIMUM 
'C.V. PCT 

(lid CASES 

I 
I 
I 
I 



07 AUG 81 11.17 



CODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 


1 


10.0 


10.0 


10.0 


20 


1 


10.0 


10.0 


20.0 


29 


1 


10.0 


10.0 


30. U 


30 


1 


10.0 


10.0 


40.0 


53 


1 


10.0 


10.0 




61 


1 


10.0 


10.0 


, 60.0 


93 


1 


10.0 


10.0 


70.0 


140 


1 


10.0 


10.0 


•80.0 


171 


1 


10.0 


10.0 


..90.0 


225 


1 


10.0 


10.0 


100.0 


TOTAL 


10 


100.0 


100.0 





82.200 
0 

-.207 
0 

89.964 
10 



V STD ERR" 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 



23.385 
73.950 
.922 
225.000 
29.299 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



- 53.500 
5408.622 
225.000 
822.000 
135.101 



MISSING CASES 



20o 



I 



IILY LIFE<AND TV; VIDEO OBSERVATION 
PAGE 14 

§E FAMTVF8 (CREATION DATE = 07 AUG 81) 

J"2 *■ PROGRAM TALK AS PERCENT OF TOTAL TALK' TIME 

I 

CATEGORY LABEL 

I 



I 
I 
I 
I 

i 
I 

C. 

%L ID CASES 

I 



PERCENT 



:an * 

IDE 

IRTOSIS 
INIMUM 
C.V. PCT 



24.900 
27.000 
-.216 
0 

68.743 

10- 



pODE 


ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


AH 11 ICTCH 

FREQ 
(PCI ) 


FREQ 

\r\,l ) 


0 


1 


\ 

10.0 


*10.0 


inn 


ft 

8 


Z 






30.0 


19 




10. 0 


10.0 


40.0 


27 




30.0 


30.0 


70.0 


33 




10.0 


10.0 


80.0 


44 




10.0 


10.0 


90.0 


56 




1 10.0 


10.0 


100.0 


TOTAL 


10 


100.0 


100.0 





STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 



5.413 
17.117 
.341 
56.000 
12.655 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



MISSING CASES 



- 26.833 
292.989 
56.000- 
249.000 
; 37.145 



I 



7 



2 



APPENDIX H 



Results of Telephone Observation Methodology 

1 — 

^ 



t. • 



* » i 

: A 



206 



i 
i 
i 

.m 

I 
I 



ISSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; TELEPHONE OBSERVATION 
RAGE 3 « . 

,E FAMTVF4 (CREATION DATE = 04 AUG 81) 



04 AUG 81 12.01.32. 



JEGORY LABEL 



OF RANGE 



;IaN 

MODE 

.igRTOSIS 

; In i mum 

*0.V. PCT 

1 Jlid cases 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



ERIC 



7.926 
7.000 

10.743 
2.000 

13.349 

81 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
■ FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 


2 


1 


1 2 


1.2 


1.2 


7 


27 


32.9 


33.3 


34.6 


8 


26 


31.7 


32.1 


66.7 


9 


27 


32.9 


33.3 ' 


100.0 




1 


1.2 


MISSING 




TOTAL 


82 


100.0 


100.0 ' 




STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 


.118 
1.058 
-2.122 
9.000 
7.692 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO' 


7.981 
1.119 
. 7.000 
642.000 
8.160 


MISSING 


CASES 


1 







JISSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; TELEPHONE OBSERVATION 
PAGE 4 

Ie FAMTVF4 (CREATION DATE =» 04 AUG 81) 
Jt' " WHAT IS ON TV 



04 AUG 81 



12.01.32. 



I 

f 1 



EGORY LABEL 



•*| ANSWER 
TV NOT ON 
'§€DY 

daama 
Iai 



iMA SPECIAL 
JwS SPECIAL ' 
CHILDREN'S SPECIAL 

Is 

(muz 
■ lo , 

JoRTS 

' ^ON-FICTION 

I 



OF RANGE 



JEAN 
DDE 

?URTOSIS 

fNIMUM 
V. PCT 

• VALID CASES 

I 



4.309- 
2.000 
1.824 
0 

87.585 
81 



I 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ „ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 


1 ' 


1.2 


1.2 


1.2 


1 


7 


8.5 


8.6 


9.9 


2 


30 


36.6 


37.0 


46.9 


3 


12 


14.6 


14.8 


61.7 


4 


10 


12.2 


12.3 


74.1 


6 


5 


: 6.1 


6.2 


80.2 


7 


i 


1.2 


1.2 


81.5 


8 


3 


3.7 


3.7 


85.2 


9 


3 


3.7 


3.7 


88.9 


10 


2 




2.5 


91.4' 


12 


2 


2.4 


2.5 


93.8 


14 


. 1 


« 1.2 


1.2 


95.1 


15 


4 


4.9" 


4.9 


• 100.0 




1 


1.2 


MISSING 


« 


TOTAL 


82 


ioo. q 


100.0 




STD ERR 

std;dev 

SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 


- " .419 
3.774 
1.634 
15.000 
3.474 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


2.708 
14.241 
15.000 
349.000 
5.143 


MISSING CASES 


1 







21 o 



ulsSTABS ON FAMILY. LIFE AND TV; TELEPHONE OBSERVATION 
. PAGE 5 

.§E FAMTVF4 (CREATION DATE - 04 AUG 81) 

t r 

J)l WHO IS WATCHING THE TV 

■* « t 

I 

CATEGORY LABEL 

I 

JSBAND 
Fr 

|lLO 1 

1 

I 



04 AUG 81 12.01.32. 



ILD 2 

'her 



If* 

4 KURTOSIS 

KNIMUM 
V. PCT 



1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



ID CASES 



1.049 
0 

3.698 
• 0 
126.159 

82 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


niM 

LUrl 

FREQ 

( DPT V 


0 


38 




HO • J 


46.3 


1 


22 


26.8 


26.8 


73.2 


2 


7 


8.5 


8.5 


81.7 


3 


13 


15.9 


15.9 


97.6 


4 


1 


1.2 


1.2 


98.8 


" 7 


1 


1.2 


1.2 


100.0 


TOTAL 


82 


100,0 


100.0 




STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 




.146 
1.323 
1.613 
7.000 

.758 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


.636 
1.751 
7.000 
86.000 
1.340 



MISSING CASES 



2li 



IsSTABS ON FAMILY 1 LIFE AND TV; TELEPHONE OBSERVATION 
PAGE 6 

|e FAMTVF4 (CREATION DATE - 04 AUG 81) 
|)2 WHO IS WATCHING THE TV 

I 

CATEGORY LABEL 

I 

v," LD 1 
|ILD 2 

CHILO 3 

I 

JAN 
DE 
RTOSIS 
MINIMUM 
iJV. PCT 

VALID CASES 

I 

I 
I 

I 

i 

I 

■ 
I 



04 AUG 81 12.01.32. 



1.098 
0 

1.678 
0 

139.989 
82 



ABSOLUTE 

z»nnc corn 
CODE rKtlJ 


pci ATT VP 

KLLnl lit 

FREQ 

( PCT\ 
\r\*i ) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 




59.8 


59.8 


59.8 


2 21 


25,6 


25.6 


85.4 


3 4 


4.9 


4.9 


90.2 


4 6 


7.3 


7.3 


97.6 


5 1 


1.2 


1.2 


98.8 


7 1 


1.2 


1.2 


100.0 


TOTAL 82 


100.0 


100.0 




STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 


;170 

1.536 
1.360 
7.000 
.760 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


.337 
2.361 
7.000 
90.000 
1.435 


MISSING CASES 


0 







JLsTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; TELEPHONE OBSERVATION 
PAGE 7 

f E FAMTVF4 (CREATION DATE * 04 AUG 81) 
|)3 WHO IS WATCHING THE TV 

I 

CATEGORY LABEL 

I 

•rgiLD i 

cfflLD 2 
JlLD 3 
OjH 



04 AUG 81 12.01.32. 



OTHER 



|an 

MODE 

.URTOSIS 
: BNIMUM 

^V. PCT 

Jl id cases 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



0 

ERIC 



.902 
0 

1.536 
0 

185.593 
82 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 

(PCT) 


ADJUSTED, 
FREQ 


rtiM 

LUrl 

FREQ 

* f PCT V 


0 62 


75.6 


75.6 


,75.6 


3 11 


13.4 


13.4 


89.0 


4 6 


7.3 


7.3 


96.3 


5 2 


2.4 


2.4 


98.8 


7 1 


1.2 


1.2 


100 .t) 


TOTAL 82 


100.0 


100.0 




STD ERR 
STD*DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM ■ 
.95 C.I. 


.185 
1.675 
1.612 
7.000 

.534 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


.161 
2.805 
7.000 
74.000 
1.270 


MISSING CASES 


0 







21 



PAI 



STABS ON .FAMILY LIFE AND TV; TELEPHONE OBSERVATION 
kGE 8 



04 AUG 81 12.01.32. 



§E FAMTVF4 (CREATION DATE - 04 AUG 81) 
J)4 WHO IS WATCHING THE TV 

I 

CATEGORY LABEL 

I 

JILO 2 
ILD 3 



I 

MEAN 

||rtosis 

MINIMUM 
.fcV. pa 

1|l 



CODE 


'ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 


DPI ZVTTVF 
KCLMI 1VC 

FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 


72 


87.8 


87.8 


87.8 


4 


8 


9.8 


9.8 


97.6 


5 


1 


1.2 


1.2 


9*8.8 


7 


1 


1.2 


1.2 


100.0 


TOTAL 


82 


100.0 


100.0 





ID CASES 



.537 
0 

5.929 

. 0 

276.569 
82 



STD ERR s .164 

STD DEV ' 1.484 

SKEWNESS 2.633 

MAXIMUM 7.000 

.95 C.I. .211 

MISSING CASES 0 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



.069 
2.202 
7.000 
44.000 
.863 



JtsSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; TELEPHONE OBSERVATION 
PAGE 9 

Be FAMTVF4 (CREATION DATE ■ 04 AUG 81) 



04 AUG 81 12.01.32. 



. t 



WHO IS WATCHING THE TV 



CATEGORY LABEL 

i 



f 

1, 

■I 



'AN 

IDE 
RTOSIS 
NIMUM 

c.v. pa 



.ID CASES 



.183 
0 

23.875 
0 

516.318 
82 



I 

l 

I 

■ 
I 

r 

I 
i 
i 
I 
I 



CODE 
0 
5 

TOTAL 



ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 

79 

3 

82 



RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

96.3 

3.7 

100.0 



ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

96.3 

3.7 

100.0 



STD ERR .104 MEDIAN 

STD DEV .944 VARIANCE 

SKEWNESS 5.029 RANGE 

MAXIMUM 5.000 SUM 

.95 C.I. -.025 TO 

MISSING CASES 0 



CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

96.3 

100.0 



.019 
.892 
5.000 
15.000 
.390 



21 



AsSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; TELEPHONE OBSERVATION 



04 AUG 81 12.01.32. 



PAGE 10 



I 



FAMTVF4 (CREATION DATE « 04 AUG 81) 
WHO IS WATCHING THE TV 



I 

CATEGORY LABEL 

I 



.Ian 

MODE 



IRTOSIS 
NIMUM 

c.v. pa 
|lid cases 

I 

I 

I 
I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 



.012 
0 

82.000 
0 

905.539 
82 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 



0 
1 

TOTAL 



STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 



81 
1 
82 



RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

98.8 

1.2 

100.0 



.012 
.110 
9.055 
1.000 
-.012 



MISSING CASES 



ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

98.8 

, 1.2 

100.0 



MEDIAN 

VARIANCE 

RANGE 

SUM - 

TO 



CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

98.8 

100.0 



.006 
.Q12 
1.000 
1.000 
.036 



21 o 



STABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; TELEPHONE OBSERVATION 
AGE 11 



.E 
)7 



FAMTVF4 (CREATION DATE - 04 AUG 81) 
WHO IS WATCHING THE TV 



t 
I 

I 

CATEGORY LABEL 

r 



04 AUG 81 12.01.32. 



I 

,€AN 

foe 
RTOSIS 
NIMUM 
.V. PCT 



I 

I 

1 

I 

I 

I 

« 

I 

t 

I 



iLID CASES 



.024 
0 

82.000 
0 

905.539 
82 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 


81 


98.8 


98.8 


. 98.8 


2 


1 


1 2 


1.2 


100.0 


TOTAL 


82 


100.0 


100.0 




STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 




.024 
.221 
9.055 
2.000 
-.024 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO / 


.006 
.04.9 
2.000 
2.000 
.0)3 


MISSING CASES 


0 







vjtOSSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; TELEPHONE OBSERVATION 

12 . . 

1e FAMTVF4 (CREATION DATE ■ 04 AUG 81) 

■ y 

WL\ WHAT OTHER ACTIVITIES-1 



I 

C^GORY LABEL 

r • 

Jaying game 

iNDWORK 



: 



Imework 

JORES ; 



I 

v 

lit 

Mi 



AN 
IDE 

IRTOSIS 
NIMUM 
V. PCT 



LID CASES 



.768 
0 

6.387 
0 

254.055 
82 



CODE 
0 
1 
2 
4 
5 
6 

• 8 
TOTAL 



ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 

66 

5„ 
' 2 
1 
4 
1 

' 3 
82 



RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

80.5 
6.1 
2.4 
1.2 
4.9 
1.2 
3.7 

100.0 



ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT)' 

.80.5 

6.1 

* 2.4 

t'1.2 

4.9 

1.2 

3.7 

100.0 



STD ERR .216 MEDIAN 

STD DEV 1.952 VARIANCE 

SKEWNESS 2.703 ., RANGE 
MAXIMUM 8.000 SUM 

.95 C.I. .339 ^ JO 

MISSING CASES 0 



CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT.) 

80.5 

86.6 

89.0 

90.2 . 

95.1 
96.3 
100.0 



.121 
3.810 
8.000 
63.000 
1.197 



jlsSTABS.ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; TELEPHONE OBSERVATION 
; PAGE 13 

§E FAMTVF4 (CREATION DATE 3 04* AUG 81) 
JE2 WHAT OTHER ACTIVITIES -2 



j 

Kategory label 

I 



WING GAME 



HANDWORK 
loF 



3RES 



I 

ilF 

m 

■t 



if* 

*"rtosis 

4 N I MUM 
V. PCT- 



VALID CASES 



.671 
0 

5.925 
0 

251.291 
82 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 


1 RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT-) 


CUM 
» FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 67 


81 . 7 

a 


81.7 


Ol • / 


C ! 4 

J. T 


4.9 


4.9 


86.6 


" 2 2 


2.4 


2.4 


* 89.0 


4 1 


1.2 


1.2 


90.2 


5 7 


8.5. 


8.5 


v. 98.8 


8 1 


1.2 


1.2 


100.0 


TOTAL 82 .. 


100.0 


100.0 




5TD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
^MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 


. lOO 

1.685 
2.598 
8.000 
.300 , 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 


.112 
2.841. 
8;000 
55.000 
1.041 


MISSING CASES 


0 






r*' 









04 AUG 81 12.01,32. 



ERIC 



•219 



JlsSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; TELEPHONE OBSERVATION 
PAGE 14 

1e FAMTVF4 (CREATION DATE ■ . 04 AUG 81) . 
,Je3 WHAT OTHER ACTIVITIES-3 

I 

C^EGORY LABEL 

T 

EAT 

|f\YING GAME 



04 AUG 81 



CHORES 



,Ian 

MODE . 
. MITOSIS 

|nimum 

'C.V. PCT 

'(l id cases 

I 
I 

I 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 



.207 
0 

43.636 
J o 
495.500 

82 









- 


ABSOLUTE 
CODE FRE.Q. 


RELATIVE 
^FR|Q 
(PCT) 




ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT)' 


.0 77 


93.9 


93.9 


93.9 


1 1 


1 9 


1 ? - 


95.1 


2 2 


2.4 


2.4 


97.6 


4 r 


- 1.2 


1.2 


98.8 


a i 


1 2 


1.2 


100.0 


TOTAL 82 


100.0 


100.0 




STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 


.113 
1.027 
6.293 
8.000 
-.018 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


.032 
1.055 
8.000 
17.000 

.433 



MISSING CASES 



9 

ERIC 



22o 



I 



* 

JLstABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; TELEPHONE OBSERVATION 
PAGE 15 

* ' 

§E • FAMTVF4 (CREATION DATE ■ 04 AUG 81) 
£e4 WHAT OTHER ACTIVlTIES-4 



04 AUG 81 12.01.32. 



i 

CATEGORY LABEL 

I 

I 



Jan 

mode 
•rtosis 
•nimum 

c.v. pa 

,1lid cases 

;i 
I 
I 

I 

I 

1 

I 
I 

I 
I 



.erIc 



.049 
0 

38.399 
0 

636.348 
82 



ABSOLUTE" 
CODE FREQ 



0 
2 

TOTAL 



STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 



80 
2 
82 



RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT); 

. 97.6 

2.4 

100.0 



) 



.034 
.310 
6.282 
2.000 
-.019 



MISSING CASES 



221 



ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

97.6 

- 2.4 

100.0 . 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

97.6 

100.0 



.012 
.09,6 
2.000 
4.000 
.117 



PAGE 16 

I 
I 



iSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV] TELEPHONE OBSERVATION 
FAMJVF4 (CREATION DATE = 04 AUG 81) 
WHAT OTHER ACTIVITIES-5 



1 



TEGORY LABEL 



I 



AN 

»DE 
RTOSIS 
NIMUM 

c.v. pct 



iLID CASES 



.049 
0 

38.399 

*0 

636.348 
82 



9 

ERIC 



CODE 
0 
2 

TOTAL 



ABSOLUTE 
FREQ 

80 

2 

82 



RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

97.6 

<2.4 

100.0 



STD ERR .034 

STD DEV .310 

SKEWNESS 6.282 

MAXIMUM 2.000 

.95 C.I. -.019 

MISSING CASES 0 



ADJUSTED. 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

97.6 

, 2.4 

100.0 



• MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 



222 



04 AUG 81 12.01.32. 



CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

97.6 

100.0 



.012 
.096 
2.000 
4.000- 
.117 



JLsTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; TELEPHONE OBSERVATION 
PAGE 17 

|.E FAMTVF4 (CREATION DATE » 04 AUG 81) 
|>E6 WHAT OTHER ACT IV IT IES-6 



I 

CATEGORY LABEL 

I 
I 

w 

Ptosis 

Inimum 
5 C.I.. 

VALID CASES 

I 



04 AUG 81 

V 



12.01.32. 



I 
I 

i 

I 

i 

I 

l 

I 

i 

I 
I 
I 
I 







RELATIVE 


ADJUSTED 


CUM 






ABSOLUTE 


FREQ 


FREQ 


FREQ 






CODE FREQ 


(PCT) 


(PCT) 


(PCT) 




0 82 


. 100.0 


100.0 


100.0 






TOTAL 82 


100.0 


100.0 








■ . . 






/ 




0 


STD ERR 


0 , 


MEDIAN 


0 




0 


STD> DEV 


0 


VARIANCE 


0 




0 


SKEWNESS 


0 


RANGE 


0 




0 


MAXIMUM 


0 


SUM 


o 




0 


TO 


0 




4 




82 


MISSING CASES 


0 









ERIC 



22J 



I 

I 
I 



STABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; TELEPHONE OBSERVATION 
AGE 18 , 

FAMTVF4 (CREATION DATE = 04 AUG 81) 
WHAT OTHER ACTIVITIES-7 



EGORY LABEL 



•sURTOSIS 

flMUM 
C.I. 



ID CASES 



0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

82 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 



0 

TOTAL 



STD ERR 
STDUEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
TO 



82 
82 



MISSING CASES 



RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

1.00.0 

100.0 



ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

100.0 

100.0 



0 
0 
0 
0 
0 



MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 



CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 

100.0 



0 
0 
0 



04 AUG 81 12.01.32. 



»9L 



KSTABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; TELEPHONE OBSERVATION 
>A6E 19 * 



E , FAMTVF4 (CREATION DATE 
ItS WHO TALKED LAST N 



04 AUG 81) 



EGORY LABEL 



' JBAND 

WIFE 

Ild 1 

I 

m 

WITOSIS 
' MINIMUM 

(Jv. pa 

ML ID CASES 



.232 
0 

7.230 
0 

297.919 
82 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ • 

1 Df*TY 

I "Li ; 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 


73 


89.0 


89.0 


89.0 


1 


1 


1.2 


1.2 


90.2 


2 


6 


7.3 


7.3 


97.6 


3 


2 


c . t 


2 4 


100.0 


TOTAL 


82 


100.0 


100.0 




STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
T 95 C.I. 




.076 
.690 
2.891 
3.000 
.080 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


.062 
.477 
3.000 
19.000 
.383 


MISSING 


CASES 


0 







04 AUG 81 12.01.32. 



221 



STABS ON FAMILY LIFE AND TV; TELEPHONE OBSERVATION 
PAGE 20 

Ie FAMTVF4 (CREATION DATE » 04 AUG 81) 
|lD WHAT WAS LAST THING SAID 



i 

1 



TEGORY LABEL 



'■JOGRAM RELATED 
POS EVAL OF PROGRAM 
f G EVAL OF PROGRAM 
JESTION, RESPONSE 
iER 



,1 ES 

I 



■AN 
§DE 

•OJRTOSIS 

KNIMUM 
V. PCT 



i 
i 
i 
i 
i 
i 



LID CASES 



1.659 
0 

.479 
0 

184.984 
82 



ABSOLUTE 
CODE . FREQ 


RELATIVE 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


ADJUSTED 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


CUM 
FREQ 
(PCT) 


0 


57 


69.5 


69.5 


69.5 


1 




Q C 


ft R 

O.J 


78 0 


2 




1.2 


1.2 


79.3 


4 


2 


2.4 


2.4 


81.7 


7 




1.2 


1.2 


82.9 


8 


14 


17.1 


17.1 


100.0 


TOTAL 


82 


100.0 


100.0 




STD ERR 
STD DEV 
SKEWNESS 
MAXIMUM 
.95 C.I. 




.339 
3.068 
1.528 
8.000 

.984 


MEDIAN 
VARIANCE 
RANGE 
SUM 

TO 


.219 
9.413 
8.000 
136.000 
2.333 


MISSING 


CASES 


0 







04 AUG .81 



